Tourist understanding of and engagement with the climate change impacts of holidays. by Hares, Andrew E.
  
 
 
 
 
TOURIST UNDERSTANDING OF AND ENGAGEMENT WITH 
THE CLIMATE CHANGE IMPACTS OF HOLIDAYS 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Andrew Edward Hares 
 
 
 
A thesis submitted in partial fulfilment of the requirements of  
Bournemouth University for the degree of Doctor of Philosophy 
 
 
 
March 2013 
 
 
 
Bournemouth University 
 
  
2 
 
 
Copyright Statement: 
 
This copy of the thesis has been supplied on condition that anyone who consults it 
is understood to recognise that its copyright rests with its author and due 
acknowledgement must always be made of the use of any material contained in, or 
derived from, this thesis. 
3 
 
TOURIST UNDERSTANDING OF AND ENGAGEMENT WITH 
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Andrew Edward Hares 
 
Abstract 
 
Climate change has become a very important global issue and has risen to the top 
of the international political agenda.  Tourism’s contribution to climate change has 
been the subject of considerable research and debate, with the UNWTO estimating 
the tourism industry generates 5% of global carbon dioxide emissions.  Research 
shows air travel dominates the overall greenhouse gas emissions from the 
international tourism industry.  The rapid growth of low-cost carriers has opened 
up international holidays to the masses, as well as enabling more wealthy members 
of society to become hyper-mobile tourists.  The expansion in the aviation market 
has realised people’s social and cultural aspirations for international travel and has 
resulted in air travel becoming firmly embedded in contemporary tourism 
practices.  Although air travel contributes the bulk of tourism’s greenhouse gas 
emissions, it is the wider tourism practice that needs to be addressed, as tourists 
engage in air travel in order to fulfil their desires for international holidays, rather 
than specifically consuming flights because of ‘a love to fly’. 
 
Treating holidays as a social practice, in which the type of holiday, destination and 
transport mode are considered integral to the holiday package, this research 
examines tourist understanding of and engagement with climate change.  The aim 
of this study is to analyse the role that the climate change impacts of holidays play 
in the decisions of tourists in order to develop a conceptual framework of the 
barriers to behavioural change.  A mixed methods strategy has been employed, 
based on a sequential exploratory design.  The results of focus group research in 
the initial qualitative stage of data collection and analysis were used in the 
formulation of the questionnaire survey adopted in the second quantitative stage of 
the study.  The survey generated 647 useable questionnaires and was conducted in 
the Bournemouth postcode area using a drop and collect technique.  A cluster 
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sampling design was adopted based on postcode sectors and a probability sampling 
method was used at each stage of the process. 
 
The findings of the research indicate that levels of awareness of the impacts of 
flying on climate change are high, but awareness and understanding of other ways 
that holidays contribute to climate change is low.  Climate change impacts do not 
feature in the thoughts of the vast majority of tourists when they are planning their 
holidays, and only a very small minority of respondents in the questionnaire survey 
said that they think about the impacts their holidays have on climate change.  
Although there were high levels of awareness of the impacts of air travel on 
climate change, this did not manifest in tourists’ holiday decisions and their 
attitudes towards behavioural change.  The most salient barriers to behavioural 
change in a holiday context are a combination of internal, external and structural 
constraints.  Cluster analysis shows that different barriers to action are more 
prominent for different groups and that some groups identify fewer barriers to 
behavioural change than others.  A pattern reflected throughout the analysis was 
that respondents that had taken the most overseas holidays in the last 3 years were 
also those that exhibited lower levels of awareness of the contribution of holidays 
to climate change, were less likely to consider climate change impacts as being 
important when planning their holidays, and expressed the strongest reluctance to 
change their future holiday behaviour.  The results of the research illustrate the 
magnitude of the barriers to action and demonstrate the enormity of the task facing 
policymakers in achieving significant changes in holiday taking behaviour. 
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CHAPTER 1: INTRODUCTION 
 
 
1.1 INTRODUCTION 
 
The purpose of this research is to investigate the extent to which considerations 
about impacts on climate change feature in the holiday decisions of tourists.  
Climate change has become one of the most widely debated topics in political, 
scientific and media communities around the world.  It is now common for climate 
change related articles to appear on the front pages of British newspapers and to 
feature on television news programmes.  Tourism is increasingly being drawn into 
the climate change debate as the tourism industry is widely considered to be a 
significant contributor to the greenhouse gases (GHGs) that cause global climate 
change. 
 
 
1.2 RATIONALE 
 
Climate change has become a very important global issue and has risen to the top 
of the international political agenda over the last couple of decades.  It has been 
suggested that climate change is the greatest challenge facing our generation (Benn 
2007).  Whilst some scepticism of the human influence on climate change still 
exists in certain scientific, political and media circles, the overwhelming consensus 
of scientific evidence suggests that human activity is causing global warming.  
According to the Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change (IPCC 2007), the 
fact that the climate system is warming is unequivocal, as is now evident from 
observations of increases in global average air and ocean temperatures, widespread 
melting of snow and ice, and rising global average sea level.  The IPCC (2007, 
p.13) warns that:   
 
“Continued GHG emissions at or above current rates would cause further 
warming and induce many changes in the global climate system during the 
21st century that would very likely be larger than those observed during the 
20th century”.   
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Carbon dioxide (CO2) is the most important of the anthropogenic GHGs due to the 
volume being released and the fact that it is such a long-lived gas in the 
atmosphere (Green 2009; Parker 2009).  In addition to the environmental impacts 
of climate change, significant economic consequences have been identified.  The 
Stern Review (Stern 2006) estimates that if governments do not respond to the 
risks of climate change, the overall costs to the global economy will be between 
5% and 20% of global gross domestic product (GDP) each year, now and forever.  
In contrast, the costs of reducing GHG emissions to avoid the worst impacts of 
climate change will cost around 1% of global GDP each year.   
 
As a result of the scientific evidence, governments have started to address the 
problems of global climate change.  In 1992, the adoption of the United Nations 
Framework Convention on Climate Change (UNFCCC) was the first step in the 
process of stabilising GHG concentrations.  To make these carbon emission 
commitments binding, the UNFCCC countries agreed the Kyoto Protocol in 1997.  
Under the Kyoto Protocol, which finally came into force in 2005, developed 
nations pledged to cut carbon emissions as measured by six GHGs by at least 5% 
in the five-year commitment period 2008-2012, compared with the base year of 
1990 (United Nations 1998).  As GHG emissions continue to rise, more ambitious 
action and targets are required.  The European Union (EU) has committed itself to 
reducing GHG emissions by 20% by 2020, compared with the base year of 1990 
(European Commission 2007).  In the United Kingdom (UK), the Climate Change 
Act 2008 outlines targets to reduce GHG emissions by 80% by 2050 against the 
base year of 1990 (Climate Change Act 2008).  An interim target for the year 2020 
has been set for the UK annual equivalent carbon budget to be 34% lower than the 
1990 baseline (Climate Change Act 2008 (2020 Target, Credit Limit and 
Definitions) Order 2009).  As of December 2012, the UK Government was still 
deferring the decision on whether to include international aviation and shipping 
emissions within these climate change targets (DECC 2012). 
 
In terms of the relationship between tourism and climate change, early research 
studies focused on the impacts that climate change is having on tourism through 
changes in weather patterns affecting the conditions at tourist destinations (see, for 
example, Koenig and Abegg 1997; Wall 1998; Breiling and Charamza 1999).  
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More recently there has been a growing acknowledgement that more research 
needs to focus on the reciprocal impacts that the tourism industry is having on 
climate change (Becken 2007; Hunter and Shaw 2007).  There is a growing body 
of research investigating the impacts of tourism on climate change, predominantly 
by attempting to measure the overall emissions of greenhouse gases from the 
tourism industry (see, for example, Gössling et al. 2005; Becken and Patterson 
2006; Dubois and Ceron 2006b; UNWTO-UNEP-WMO 2008; Peeters and Dubois 
2010).  It is estimated that the tourism sector currently contributes 5% of global 
CO2 emissions (UNWTO-UNEP-WMO 2008), with the majority of these 
emissions coming from air travel (Peeters and Dubois 2010).  The contribution of 
tourism to global carbon emissions is widely predicted to increase in the future as 
the emissions from aviation continue to grow whilst other industry sectors reduce 
their emissions (Dubois and Ceron 2006b; Anable and Shaw 2007; Bows and 
Anderson 2007; Anger and Kohler 2010).   
 
In addition to the scientific studies focusing on the technical or supply-side of the 
industry, a small number of studies have started to investigate the demand-side of 
the industry.  These are mainly small-scale qualitative projects examining 
consumer attitudes towards climate change and air travel (see, for example, Becken 
2007; Randles and Mander 2009; Cohen et al. 2011).  According to the literature, 
the emissions from air travel dominate the overall GHG emissions from the 
international tourism industry (UNWTO-UNEP-WMO 2008; Peeters and Dubois 
2010).  Hence the focus of these studies has been on consumer attitudes towards 
flying.  This research study differs by focusing more specifically on attitudes 
towards holidays and climate change impacts, rather than attitudes towards air 
travel and climate change impacts.  From a social practices approach (Spaargaren 
and Van Vliet 2000; Spaargaren 2003) it can be argued that tourists engage in air 
travel as part of an overall holiday practice.  In a leisure context, people undertake 
air travel because it is a means of transport to a holiday destination.  Thus, air 
travel is a derived demand and to not investigate the wider reasons for flying is to 
miss the bigger picture.  Therefore, this research examines whether thoughts about 
climate change impacts are affecting the holiday behaviour of tourists.  Whilst air 
travel is still a major factor in this research, it is holidays that are the central focus. 
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The ability of tourists to reduce emissions from the tourism industry through direct 
action and changes in their consumption behaviour is a crucial area to explore 
(Dubois and Ceron 2006b).  At a time when technological efficiencies with aircraft 
design and fuel burn are not keeping pace with increases in passenger volumes 
(Peeters et al. 2006; Lee et al. 2009; Anger 2010) and market-based changes such 
as taxation on jet fuel or aircraft emissions are politically difficult to enforce 
(Michaelis 1997), behavioural change by tourists in the way they engage in holiday 
practices, including their propensities to fly, could potentially offer a solution to 
the ever growing GHG emissions from the tourism industry (Gössling et al. 2007).  
However, achieving a significant degree of behavioural change amongst tourists is 
likely to be a challenging and protracted process (Böhler et al. 2006).  This study 
explores tourists’ awareness, attitudes and behaviour towards holidays and climate 
change impacts and provides valuable insights into this important area of research.   
 
 
1.3 AIM AND OBJECTIVES 
 
1.3.1 Aim 
 
The aim of this research study is to analyse the role that the climate change 
impacts of holidays play in the decisions of tourists in order to develop a 
conceptual framework of the barriers to behavioural change. 
 
In order to achieve this aim, six specific objectives were established. 
 
1.3.2 Objectives 
 
1. To identify the levels of awareness amongst tourists of the impacts holidays 
have on climate change. 
 
2. To establish the extent to which climate change impacts feature in the 
holiday decision-making processes of tourists. 
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3. To explore the attitudes of tourists towards climate change and changing 
holiday behaviour. 
 
4. To identify the behavioural changes that tourists are engaging with in a 
holiday context to reduce their individual impacts on climate change. 
 
5. To analyse the major barriers to tourists adopting less carbon-intensive 
holiday practices and to determine which barriers are more salient for 
different groups of the population. 
 
6. To develop a conceptual framework of the most salient barriers to 
behavioural change. 
 
 
1.4 OVERVIEW OF THESIS 
 
The thesis consists of eight chapters.  This section provides a brief overview of 
each of these chapters. 
 
Chapter 1 contains the rationale for this research and sets out the aim and 
objectives of this study. 
 
Chapter 2 is the first of two literature review chapters.  This chapter focuses on the 
relationship between tourism and climate change impacts.  The different ways in 
which the tourism industry contributes to global climate change is outlined and 
discussed.  Particular attention is drawn to the dominant role of greenhouse gas 
emissions from air travel.  The predicted future growth in air travel is detailed and 
the implications of this on the subsequent forecasted increases in greenhouse gas 
emissions from the tourism industry assessed.  Potential options for reducing 
tourism’s contribution to climate change are outlined.  The limitations with 
technological efficiencies and market-based changes are discussed.  The argument 
is made that significant behavioural change by tourists is required if GHG 
emissions from the tourism industry are to be contracted in the future. 
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Chapter 3 is the second literature review chapter and concentrates more on the 
theoretical and conceptual aspects relating to behavioural change and holidays.  
Previous studies that have investigated tourists’ awareness of the relationship 
between tourism and climate change are evaluated.  Barriers to behavioural change 
identified in the climate change engagement and pro-environmental behaviour 
literature are identified and their relevance to the holidays and climate change 
context discussed.  A number of prominent psychology theories relating to 
behavioural change are examined and their applicability to this study considered.  
Environmental sociology and sustainable consumption perspectives are also 
reviewed.  The Social Practices Model (Spaargaren 2003), with its emphasis on 
structural constraints in society in addition to the agency of an individual to act, is 
identified as having particular relevance to this research study.  The chapter 
concludes by establishing the research gaps discovered in the literature review. 
 
Chapter 4 details the methodology and research methods applied in this study.  The 
research approach is outlined and the justifications for using a mixed methods 
strategy are demonstrated.  The study was conducted in two stages and employed a 
sequential exploratory design (Creswell 2003; Saunders et al. 2007).  The first 
stage involved qualitative data collection and analysis.  Focus groups were 
conducted as an exploratory research tool to identify any important factors not 
already highlighted in the limited tourism and climate change literature.  The 
results of the focus group research were used in the second quantitative stage of the 
study.  A questionnaire survey was designed that was informed by the findings of 
the literature review and the focus group research.  The questionnaire built on the 
rich qualitative findings of the focus groups and produced more generalisable 
results.  Thorough analysis of the questionnaire survey enabled all six objectives of 
the research to be achieved. 
 
Chapter 5 presents the findings of the focus group research conducted in Stage One 
of data collection.  The focus group findings contributed to four of the six research 
study objectives.  Participants’ understanding of climate change was investigated.  
Discussions then moved on to exploring how holidays might contribute to climate 
change.  As a task in the focus groups, participants were asked to identify all the 
important factors they think about when planning their holidays.  This task was 
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included to see if climate change was a factor considered by tourists and, if it was, 
to reveal what role thoughts about climate change impacts play.  The final part of 
the group discussions concentrated on exploring ways that holiday and travel 
behaviour could potentially change in the future in order to reduce the impacts of 
tourism on climate change. 
 
Chapter 6 is the first of two chapters discussing the results of the questionnaire 
survey implemented in Stage Two of data collection.  Chapter 6 begins with 
descriptive data on the demographic characteristics and holiday taking activities of 
respondents.  Awareness of the impacts of holidays on climate change is examined 
and the role that climate change considerations play in holiday decisions is 
established.  Attitudes towards changing holiday behaviour for climate change 
reasons are analysed and behavioural change activities currently being engaged in 
by respondents are reported.  The findings presented in this chapter illustrate a 
pattern of results concerning the most frequent overseas tourists. 
 
Chapter 7 focuses on the analysis of the barriers to action preventing tourists 
engaging more fully with the climate change impacts of their holidays.  The 
barriers to action were identified in the literature review and focus group research, 
and their strength determined in the questionnaire survey.  The saliency of the 
internal, external and structural barriers to behavioural change is assessed.  The 
results of a factor analysis conducted on the barriers to action are presented.  A 
cluster analysis was also performed on the barriers to action.  A profile of the 
different cluster groups is produced and the means of factor scores by cluster 
calculated. 
 
Chapter 8 is the conclusion chapter of the thesis and fully integrates the findings of 
the qualitative and quantitative research conducted.  It begins with the presentation 
of the conceptual framework of the barriers to behavioural change in a holidays 
and climate change context.  The rationale justifying the design of the conceptual 
framework is provided.  The findings of the study are then reviewed with respect 
to the objectives of the research.  The empirical and theoretical contributions of the 
research are outlined and discussed, followed by the practical implications of the 
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study for policymakers and the tourism industry.  The limitations of the study are 
then acknowledged and suggestions made for further research. 
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CHAPTER 2: TOURISM AND CLIMATE CHANGE 
 
 
2.1 INTRODUCTION 
 
The literature review related to this research is divided into two chapters.   The first 
of these chapters begins with an overview of the relationship between tourism and 
climate change.  The ways in which the tourism industry contributes to climate 
change are detailed.  In particular, the contribution of air travel to tourism’s impact 
on greenhouse gas emissions is assessed.  Potential options for reducing tourism’s 
contribution to climate change through the reduction of emissions from aviation 
are then outlined.  The chapter ends with a conclusion section on the literature 
evaluated and discusses the need for behavioural change by tourists.  This leads 
into the second chapter of the literature review, which focuses on the engagement 
of tourists with climate change issues and presents a more theoretical application 
of models and theories relevant to behavioural change in a tourism and climate 
change context. 
 
 
2.2 THE RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN TOURISM AND 
CLIMATE CHANGE 
 
2.2.1 Introduction 
 
Global climate change has significant implications for the tourism industry.  The 
impacts of changing weather patterns and climatic conditions at tourism 
destinations could have a devastating impact on the volumes of tourism arrivals 
and receipts in the coming decades.  Despite the potentially high-risk scenarios for 
the tourism industry, until recently relatively little attention was paid to tourism 
and climate change (Becken 2007; Hunter and Shaw 2007).  Early research 
publications on tourism and climate change initially focused on the threat of 
climate change to tourism destinations, and in particular on the potential impacts of 
climate change on tourism activities (Koenig and Abegg 1997; Wall 1998; Breiling 
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and Charamza 1999).  Studies have also investigated the implications of global 
climate change for tourism flows and seasonality (Maddison 2001; Gössling and 
Hall 2006; Amelung et al. 2007).  The relationship between tourism and climate 
change is not one-way however.  Whilst changes in global climatic conditions will 
undoubtedly have an impact on the tourism industry, the tourism industry is itself 
having a direct impact on climate change.   
 
2.2.2 Tourism’s contribution to climate change 
 
Tourism is a highly energy-intensive industry and has only recently attracted 
attention as an important contributor to climate change through GHG emissions.  
In recent years, academic research has begun to investigate the impacts tourism is 
having on global climate change (Gössling et al. 2005; Becken and Patterson 2006; 
Dubois and Ceron 2006b).  International tourism organisations have also 
recognised the importance of climate change to the tourism industry and have 
convened a number of conferences and summits to debate the issues.  In 2007, the 
United Nations World Tourism Organization (UNWTO), the United Nations 
Environment Programme (UNEP) and the World Meteorological Organization 
(WMO), with the support of the World Economic Forum (WEF) and the Swiss 
Government, convened the Second International Conference on Climate Change in 
Davos, Switzerland (UNWTO 2007a).   
 
The Second Conference built on the results of the First International Conference 
held in Djerba, Tunisia in 2003.  Whilst the First Conference acknowledged the 
two-way relationship between tourism and climate change and accepted that the 
tourism industry has an obligation to minimise its emission of greenhouse gases, 
the output of the conference, the Djerba Declaration (UNWTO 2003), focused its 
message on adaptation to climate change rather than mitigation of the industry’s 
impacts.  In contrast, the declaration from the Second Conference, the Davos 
Declaration (UNWTO 2007a), called for governments and international 
organisations, the tourism industry and destinations, tourism consumers, and 
research and communication networks to all work towards mitigating greenhouse 
gas emissions from tourism, particularly from transport and accommodation.   
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2.2.3 Air travel 
 
Early studies suggested that transport may be responsible for over 90% of 
tourism’s overall contribution to global climate change (Gössling 2002).  Within 
the tourism transport sector, research shows that air travel dominates GHG 
emissions.  Gössling and Peeters (2007) conclude that in an average holiday or 
short break involving air travel, 60-95% of its contribution to global warming will 
be caused by the flight.  Focusing specifically on European tourism, Peeters et al. 
(2007) estimated that air transport was responsible for 80% of total tourism GHG 
emissions in the EU in 2000.  In a more recent study that investigated CO2  
emissions from tourism, rather than total GHG emissions, Peeters and Dubois 
(2010) found that transport contributes 72% of all CO2 emissions from tourism 
(domestic and international), with air travel alone contributing 43% of the total, 
even though it is only used in 17% of total tourist trips.  When determining figures 
for international tourism trips only, Peeters and Dubois (2010) calculated that air 
travel contributes 63% of total CO2 emissions.   
 
The most comprehensive research to date into tourism’s overall contribution to 
human-induced climate change was undertaken as a commissioned report in 
advance of the Second Conference on Climate Change in Davos.  This UNWTO-
UNEP-WMO (2008) report was used to inform the discussions at the conference 
and was later published to a wider practitioner and academic audience.  The report 
divides the tourism industry (which includes domestic and international tourism) 
into three main sub-sectors – transportation, accommodation and activities, and 
bases its calculations and estimates on data from 2005.  In terms of CO2 emissions, 
the report estimates that the tourism industry contributes 5% of global CO2 
emissions (UNWTO-UNEP-WMO 2008).  Transport generated the largest 
proportion of CO2 emissions (75%) from tourism in 2005.  Carbon dioxide 
emissions from accommodation constituted 21% of the total, and emissions from 
activities 4%.  The 75% total contribution of CO2 emissions from transport is made 
up by a 40% contribution from air transport, 32% contribution from car transport 
and 3% contribution by other transport modes (UNWTO-UNEP-WMO 2008). 
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Carbon dioxide is the most important greenhouse gas from human activities in 
terms of the impact on climate change (Parker 2009).  This is because CO2 is a 
long-lived greenhouse gas (remaining in the atmosphere for between 50 and 200 
years) and is also the gas produced in the greatest quantities (Green 2009; Parker 
2009).  In addition to CO2 emissions, however, other greenhouse gases also make 
significant contributions to anthropogenic climate change (IPCC 2007).  The 
release of other greenhouse gases is particularly relevant for the emissions from 
aviation (UNWTO-UNEP-WMO 2008).  Air travel contributes to climate change 
through the emissions of CO2, nitrogen oxides (NOx), sulphur dioxide, aerosols 
and their precursors (soot and sulphate), and increased cloudiness in the form of 
persistent linear contrails and induced cirrus cloudiness (Lee et al. 2009; Anger 
2010).  As CO2 emitted at altitude is no more damaging than CO2 emitted at 
ground level, the multiplying factor that is often applied in the literature to the 
climate change impacts of aviation is due to the other greenhouse gases and water 
vapour emitted from air travel (Kemp 2009).  This multiplying factor, widely 
referred to as ‘radiative forcing’, is applied due to the increased impacts on global 
warming through the radiative energy absorbed by the Earth’s surface by the 
release of water vapour and greenhouse gases from aircraft directly into the upper 
troposphere and lower stratosphere (Kemp 2009; Lee et al. 2009).   
 
The results of the UNWTO-UNEP-WMO report support the findings of the other 
research studies examined and demonstrate that mitigation initiatives in the 
tourism sector will need to strategically focus on certain specific forms of tourism, 
particularly those connected with air travel, if substantial reductions in GHG 
emissions are to be achieved.   
 
The growth, and predicted future growth, in demand for air travel is also a major 
concern.  International tourism, and to a lesser extent domestic tourism, play a 
major role in the growth of air travel (Becken 2002).  In 2006, 46% of all 
international tourist arrivals were by air (UNWTO 2007b).  Five years on, the 
proportion of tourists using air to travel to their international destination had 
increased to over half (51%) (UNWTO 2012).  Global growth rates of air travel 
have been in the order of 5-6% per year in the period 1970-2000, and are predicted 
to continue growing at annual rates of 5% up to 2020 (Gössling and Peeters 2007).  
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Predicted increases of CO2 emissions from aviation between 1990 and 2050 are 
generally in the range of 400-1000% (Anable and Shaw 2007), and indicate that 
CO2 emissions from air travel could rise to more than 15% of total CO2 emissions 
from all sources by the middle of the century (Dubois and Ceron 2006b).  In 
addition to the increasing demand for flights, one of the main reasons that 
emissions from air travel are predicted to rise so rapidly when other industries are 
reducing their overall contributions is that emissions from international aviation 
are not covered by the UNFCCC international policy control, and thus are not 
included in national GHG inventories (Michaelis 1997).   
 
Whilst air travel clearly dominates tourism’s contribution to climate change, 
putting this into perspective against total global GHG emissions from all sources, 
aviation contributes between 3.5% (Penner et al. 1999) and 4.6% (Gössling and 
Peeters 2007).  Proponents of the airline industry use the small proportion of total 
global GHG emissions from aviation as evidence that air travel receives 
disproportionate blame for global warming from the media, non-governmental 
organisations (NGOs), governments and international bodies (Lawrence 2009).  
Defenders of the aviation industry (see, for example, Lawrence 2009) also use the 
argument that air travel should not be limited because it underpins the world’s 
largest economic sector, tourism, and to do so would have profound economic and 
social consequences.  Whilst these points may have some validity, according to 
Bows and Anderson (2007), the aviation industry is the fastest growing source of 
carbon emissions of any sector in the UK economy, and is also the fastest growing 
source of greenhouse gas emissions in the EU (Bows et al. 2009a).  In addition, 
Chapman (2007) argues that the high levels of emissions from aviation, coupled 
with the forecasted growth for the sector, make it the most unsustainable mode of 
transport currently available.  Therefore, reducing the GHG emissions from air 
travel is fundamental to reducing the overall emissions from tourism. 
 
2.2.4 Hyper-mobility and increasing volumes of international travel 
 
International tourist arrivals grew to 983 million in 2011 and are forecast to grow 
to 1.8 billion in 2030 (UNWTO 2012).  With the exception of occasional shocks, 
such as the global financial crisis that led to a reduction in international travel in 
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both 2008 and 2009, international tourist arrivals have shown virtually 
uninterrupted growth from 277 million in 1980 to 528 million in 1995, and 983 
million in 2011 (UNWTO 2012).  Tourism in developed countries has changed 
substantially in the past decade, with a general trend towards more frequent, but 
shorter trips, and trips to more distant locations (Gössling and Peeters 2007), a 
pattern referred to by Høyer (2000) as hyper-mobility.  This view is supported by 
the case of the UK, where, in the period 2002-2006, long-haul holidays grew at the 
fastest rate.  The average annual increase in the number of holidays to European 
countries by UK residents between 2002-2006 was 2.3%, compared with 2.5% for 
North America and 11.3% for other long-haul countries (ONS 2008).  Holidays 
abroad by UK residents remained static in 2007 and 2008, as the economic 
downturn took effect, with the number of holidays per year peaking at a high of 
45.5 million in 2008 (ONS 2010).   
 
In 2009 and 2010, the number of overseas holidays taken by UK residents fell as 
the impacts of the global financial crisis were felt strongly in the UK (ONS 2011).  
Although the number of overseas holidays taken fell during the period 2006-2010, 
the decrease in holidays to long-haul destinations was less than the fall in holidays 
to short-haul destinations.  The number of holidays taken in Europe by UK 
residents fell by 6.1% during this period, compared with a reduction of 3.9% for 
North America and just 1.0% for other long-haul destinations (ONS 2011).  
Despite these recent declines in international holidays by UK residents, the long-
term trend is still of high growth in international travel over the last 40 years.  The 
number of overseas holidays taken has grown substantially from 5.7 million in 
1970 to 21.3 million in 1990, and 36.4 million in 2010 (ONS 2011).  The 
proportion of long-haul holidays has increased from 11.1% in 1970 to 15.7% in 
1990, and 23.4% in 2010 (ONS 2011).  The length of stay has also decreased 
during this period, despite the increase in the proportion of long-haul holidays.  
The average number of nights per overseas trip has decreased from 16 nights in 
1970 to 10.9 nights in 2010 (ONS 2011). 
 
Hyper-mobility has been facilitated by the availability of relatively low-fare air 
travel.  This low-fare air travel has spread the idea that international travel is 
possible at virtually no financial cost (Gössling and Hall 2008).  Air travel in the 
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UK has been made easier by the cheaper and more abundant flights being offered 
by low-cost airlines, with the added convenience of flying from regional airports 
(Chapman 2007).  In the UK, low-cost airlines have opened up new opportunities 
for international holidays and short-breaks for middle-income groups and others 
that were previously excluded from air travel (Shaw and Thomas 2006).  In the 
UK, access to air travel has become affordable to many residents; one half (50%) 
of adults flew in 2008, with 23% making one return flight, and 27% two or more 
return flights (Department for Transport 2008).  The proportion of UK adults who 
used air travel fell slightly in 2010 to 47% (Department for Transport 2010).  The 
proportion of UK adults making one return flight in 2010 was 20%, with 27% 
making two or more return flights (Department for Transport 2010). 
 
It is not just in the UK and Europe, however, where air travel has turned from a 
luxury form of mobility for the wealthy into a contemporary form of transport for 
the masses, as a result of the rise of the low-cost carrier.  The growth in low-cost 
carriers across the world has resulted in a reduction in air fares for passengers and 
has increased the opportunities to travel (Nilsson 2009).  The low-cost carrier 
concept was developed by Southwest Airlines in the USA in 1971, and the model 
has been adopted by other operators in North America, Europe, Asia and 
Australasia (Liang and James 2009).  The potentially very large emerging markets 
for air travel, such as China and India, are an additional barrier to the mitigation of 
emissions from aviation (Bows et al. 2009a).  Since 2003, low-cost carriers have 
grown substantially in Asia, with the most dynamic growth in India (Liang and 
James 2009).  A number of low-cost carriers have also launched in China, but it 
was the decision of the Malaysian airline AirAsia to reposition itself as a low-cost 
operator that has had the most marked impact on the Asian airline market (Liang 
and James 2009).   
 
According to the UNWTO (2012), China recorded a 32% annual increase in 
expenditure on international tourism in 2011, making it the third largest outbound 
tourism market.  India also experienced a large growth in international tourism 
expenditure (33%) in 2011, moving up two places to become the 22
nd
 largest 
source market (UNWTO 2012).  The other two BRIC (Brazil, Russia, India and 
China) countries also saw substantial expenditure growth, with Russia becoming 
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the seventh largest outbound market as a result of annual growth of 22%, whilst 
Brazil jumped six places to twelfth position due to annual growth of 30% 
(UNWTO 2012).  The expansion of low-cost airlines serving the BRIC nations and 
the fast developing Asian economies, in addition to the established low-cost 
operators in Europe and North America, will only add to the growth in 
international tourism and the subsequent increases in GHG emissions from 
aviation.  In addition to the inter-regional international tourism facilitated by low-
cost airlines, there has also been a considerable expansion in the network of long-
haul flights offered by traditional scheduled airlines to and from the BRIC nations.  
For example, between 2001 and 2011, the number of direct flights between the UK 
and the four BRIC nations more than doubled (Department for Transport 2012).  In 
2011, there were 11 destinations in the BRIC nations that were connected directly 
to Heathrow by daily services (Department for Transport 2012). 
 
The demand for air travel by leisure tourists is very much a derived demand for 
holidays and short breaks.  The increasing demand for holidays is driven by a 
number of factors, including rising disposable income, decreasing insularity and 
more frequent exposure to the exotic sights and sounds of once-remote locations 
through television and the Internet (Shaw and Thomas 2006).  In addition, 
extended travelling is seen to reflect social status (Dubois and Ceron 2006b).  It 
can be argued that access to tourism has become viewed as a right by consumers in 
the developed (and increasingly the developing) world (Becken 2007; Gössling et 
al. 2009; Barr et al. 2010), with the taking of one or more international holidays 
being transformed from an aspiration to an expectation.  As Böhler et al. (2006, 
p.652) suggest:  
 
“Holidays and short stay trips have become a part of modern societies.  
Whereas in the past travelling used to be a privilege, nowadays tourism is a 
mass phenomenon of the western world”.   
 
Statistically, only 2-3% of the world’s population participate annually in 
international air travel and, within these travellers, sub-groups of frequent 
(hypermobile) travellers account for a large share of the overall kilometres 
travelled (Peeters et al. 2006).  Past trends suggest that the peak of hyper-mobility 
is still to be attained, with the continued attraction of remote destinations and 
32 
 
ecotourism, the acceleration of life, high-speed travel technologies and easy 
information access (Dubois and Ceron 2006b).   
 
 
2.3 POTENTIAL OPTIONS FOR REDUCING TOURISM’S 
CONTRIBUTION TO CLIMATE CHANGE 
 
2.3.1 Introduction 
 
The tourism industry needs to significantly reduce its GHG emissions if it is to 
move onto a sustainable emissions path.  This view is echoed by the UNWTO’s 
Davos Declaration which states that:  
 
“The tourism sector must rapidly respond to climate change, within the UN 
framework and progressively reduce its GHG contribution if it is to grow in 
a sustainable manner” (UNWTO 2007a, p.2).   
 
As air travel contributes the vast majority of GHG emissions from international 
tourism, aviation has been identified as the most important area for reducing these 
emissions.  There have been a number of potential options proposed for reducing 
the impact of air travel on climate change.  These include technological changes, 
market-based policy changes and behavioural (lifestyle) changes (Peeters et al. 
2006; Gössling et al. 2007).  
 
2.3.2 Technological changes to aviation 
 
There are a number of areas where technical and infrastructure innovations could 
potentially lead to reductions in the emissions from aviation.  These include engine 
performance, airframe design, air traffic management, increasing load factors, use 
of slower non-jet aircraft, use of larger jet aircraft, changing cruise altitudes, fuel 
efficiencies and low-carbon fuels (Williams et al. 2002; Bows and Anderson 2007; 
Green 2009; Lee et al. 2009; Morrell 2009; Givoni and Rietveld 2010).  The UK 
Government is involved in collaborative programmes with Airbus in the design of 
next generation composite wing aircraft, and with Rolls Royce in the development 
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of low carbon engine technologies (Department for Transport 2012).  However, the 
impact of all of these potential technological and infrastructural innovations is 
widely considered to be limited and not sufficient to address the increasing levels 
of GHG emissions from the aviation industry (Peeters et al. 2006; Lee et al. 2009).  
It has been predicted that the aviation sector will not be able to reduce emissions 
by more than 1% to 1.5% per km flown per annum from improvements in fuel 
efficiency using current technologies (Anger 2010).    
 
Alternatives to kerosene, such as liquid hydrogen and biofuels, are only prospects 
in the longer-term (Bows et al. 2009b; Lee et al. 2009).  Lee et al. (2009) highlight 
fundamental questions in terms of the future viability of liquid hydrogen and 
biofuels.  The production of liquid hydrogen would need to be carbon neutral 
(energy from renewable sources) in order to offer any real advantages over 
kerosene in terms of mitigating future climate change impacts from aviation.  
There is consensus that development of liquid hydrogen technologies is at least a 
decade away and will only be pursued if there is a more general move to a 
hydrogen-based fuel economy (Lee et al. 2009).  The use of liquid hydrogen as a 
fuel source would also require large scale changes within the aviation industry in 
terms of infrastructure and airframe design (Bows et al. 2009b).   
 
There are concerns regarding the economic and ecological feasibility of producing 
significant quantities of biofuels, in addition to the on-going land-usage conflicts 
between food and fuel production in developing nations (Bows et al. 2009b; Lee et 
al. 2009).  Although test flights incorporating non-kerosene fuel have taken place, 
as aviation is a highly safety conscious and risk-adverse industry (Bows et al. 
2009a) the mass uptake of these alternative fuel sources is a distant realisation.  
Another significant point, raised by Bows and Anderson (2007), is that the long 
design life of aircraft locks the industry into current technology for the next 30-50 
years.  Bows and Anderson (2007) argue that although there are a number of 
technical options available for improving aircraft fuel efficiency and decarbonising 
the fuel source, the impacts will be incremental and unlikely to have a significant 
effect on aircraft fleets before 2030 at the earliest. 
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In a special report for the IPCC, Penner et al. (1999) conclude that emission 
reductions from technological changes to aircraft engine design could be in the 
order of 20% by 2050.  Similar figures are given by Peeters et al. (2006) who 
suggest technology improvements are likely to lead to efficiency gains of less than 
25% by 2040-2050.  Although the efficiency of aviation is improving year-on-
year, emission rates are still increasing due to the increasing volume of flights.  As 
a result, future total aviation emissions will depend more strongly on the growth 
rates of air travel and less on the rates of technological and fleet improvement (Lee 
et al. 2009).  Given that air travel is estimated to grow by 5% per annum on 
average over the next 20 years (Gössling and Peeters 2007) and that efficiency 
gains to reduce GHG emissions are estimated to be between 1% and 1.5% per 
annum (Anger 2010), it is clear that technological changes in aviation alone will 
not be sufficient in solving tourism’s climate change problem. 
 
2.3.3 Market-based changes 
 
There are also limitations with the impacts market-based policy changes could 
have on emissions from air travel.  Market-based changes, such as taxes on jet fuel 
or aircraft emissions, are hugely unpopular with the airline industry and politically 
very difficult to enforce due to a 1950 resolution by the International Civil 
Aviation Organisation (ICAO) to exempt fuel for international air travel from 
taxation (Michaelis 1997).  Despite discussions on market-based options taking 
place within the ICAO, consensus amongst the global member states of the 
organisation on the introduction of economic instruments has not been reached 
thus far (Lee et al. 2009).  Research shows that even if emission or fuel taxes on 
civil aviation were introduced, they would have to be very high in order to have a 
serious impact on the demand for air travel (Michaelis 1997; Olsthoorn 2001; 
Brons et al. 2002; Dubois and Ceron 2006b; Tol 2007).  According to Brons et al. 
(2002), the price elasticity of demand for air travel is directly related to the 
possibilities of substitution.  Long-haul flights suffer from a smaller number of 
substitute modes than short-haul flights, particularly for intercontinental ocean 
crossing flights, so travellers become less price sensitive as flight distances 
increase (Brons et al. 2002).  Therefore, price increases as a result of 
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environmental taxes would have to be substantial in order to curb demand for air 
travel, especially for long-haul flights.   
 
The likelihood of the UK Government introducing new policies that would have a 
significant impact on the volume of air travel, and hence emissions, could be 
considered unlikely in light of the current aviation strategy.  The Draft Aviation 
Framework (Department for Transport 2012) explicitly states that the UK 
Government’s primary objective is to achieve long-term economic growth and that 
as the aviation sector is a major contributor to the economy, it supports growth 
within a framework which maintains a balance between the benefits of aviation 
and its costs, particularly climate change and noise.  The Draft Aviation 
Framework communicates the UK Government’s commitment to ensure the 
aviation sector makes a significant and cost effective contribution towards 
reducing global greenhouse gas emissions.  However, the Government does not 
intend to take any direct action that could jeopardise the UK’s position as a major 
global hub or create a competitive disadvantage for the UK aviation industry.  
Instead, the UK Government seeks to make progress, through the ICAO, on the 
establishment of a global emissions deal and more ambitious technology standards 
(Department for Transport 2012).  The Framework acknowledges that current 
airport capacity will not be sufficient to maintain the UK’s international 
connectivity beyond 2020 and that further airport expansion will be required in the 
future, particularly in the South East of England. 
 
Government forecasts for air passenger demand at UK airports, which include 
adjustments for passengers paying increased air fares in the future to reflect 
climate change costs, predict that annual passenger numbers will increase from 228 
million in 2005 to 490 million in 2030 (Department for Transport 2006).  Although 
the UK Government introduced, and then increased, the Air Passenger Duty it has 
been criticised for implementing “a revenue-raising tax reform, promoted under the 
guise of climate policy” (Mayor and Tol 2007, p.512).  In their study, Mayor and 
Tol (2007) found that the UK Air Passenger Duty has the perverse effect of 
increasing CO2 emissions from aviation, albeit only slightly, because the relative 
price difference between short-haul and long-haul holidays is reduced.  They 
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suggest that rather than operating a boarding tax, the UK Government should 
introduce an emissions tax if their aim is to reduce emissions from air travel. 
 
Although air travel has been protected from international agreements designed to 
reduce GHG emissions, a number of individual governments and the European 
Union are attempting to start integrating aviation into international climate change 
policy.  In 2006, the EU voted to integrate all domestic and international flights 
between EU airports into the EU Emissions Trading Scheme (ETS) in 2011, with 
all international flights departing from or landing at EU airports being covered 
from 2012 (European Commission 2006).  However, the inclusion of aviation in 
the EU ETS will not necessarily limit total GHG emissions from aviation.  As the 
EU ETS is a ‘cap and trade’ scheme, it is predicted that the CO2 emissions from 
aviation will continue to rise and the industry is expected to cover its increasing 
emissions by purchasing allowances from other sectors (Anger 2010; Department 
for Transport 2012).   
 
The inclusion of aviation in the EU ETS is not expected to reduce demand growth 
or carbon emissions significantly in the future (Scheelhasse and Grimme 2007; 
Anger and Kohler 2010).  Based on future scenarios for aviation growth in the EU, 
Anger and Kohler (2010) predict that aircraft emissions will account for the 
majority of CO2 emissions covered by the EU ETS by 2020.  If international air 
travel continues to be allowed a softer treatment than other sectors, over-
proportionally large reductions in GHG emissions by other sectors will be required 
if the EU is to meet its climate change reduction targets (Gössling et al. 2007).  
Although including aviation in the EU ETS could be viewed as a step in the right 
direction towards making the industry more accountable for its emissions, it 
appears that current market-based policies will not be sufficient in curbing the 
increasing levels of GHGs emitted by European air travel. 
 
Another form of market-based mechanism, albeit a voluntary one, that has been 
proposed as a means of curbing GHG emissions from aviation is carbon offsetting.  
Providers of carbon offset schemes offer to neutralise emissions caused by a flight 
through compensation in another sector, for instance by investing in renewable 
energy, energy efficiency or afforestation or reforestation projects (Gössling et al. 
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2009).  A number of airline companies, including British Airways and Qantas, 
offer the purchase of voluntary carbon offsets at the click of a button during the 
online booking process (Mair 2011).  Despite the ease with which carbon offset 
purchases can be made, tour operators and airlines offering voluntary carbon offset 
schemes report that customers show limited interest in them (Gössling et al. 2009).   
 
The uptake of voluntary offset schemes is very low and the amount of aviation 
emissions currently compensated for by these providers is negligible (Gössling et 
al. 2009).  Carbon offset schemes could, thus, be considered as being of minor 
importance in tackling aviation’s contribution to global climate change (Gössling 
et al. 2007).  Whilst research has shown that a majority of air passengers are 
prepared in principle to purchase carbon offsets (see, for example, Brouwer et al. 
2008; Gössling et al. 2009; MacKerron et al. 2009), when it comes to actually 
following up their intentions, only a very small minority of air passengers actually 
do so.  In their survey of Swedish air passengers, Gössling et al. (2009) found that 
only 2% had previously offset their flights.  In their study based in Canada, Dodds 
et al. (2008) found that there was a relatively low overall awareness of the concept 
of carbon offsetting amongst tourists and within the travel trade.  This supports the 
findings of Becken (2004) and Gössling et al. (2007) that there is a lack of 
knowledge amongst tourists when it comes to carbon offsetting.   
 
In addition to low levels of awareness, part of the reason for the low uptake by air 
passengers of carbon offsets could be due to some of the criticisms regarding the 
credibility of the schemes.   There are substantial differences in the approaches of 
the various carbon offsetting organisations to calculating and compensating for 
emissions (Boon et al. 2007; Gössling et al. 2007).  These differences in 
calculations, along with different pricing levels and degrees of accountability, 
affect the credibility of the schemes (Gössling et al. 2007; Daley and Preston 
2009).  Additionality is also an issue for carbon offset schemes (Broderick 2009; 
MacKerron et al. 2009), whereby offset organisations need to ensure that claimed 
reductions would not have occurred anyway even in a project’s absence.  
Voluntary carbon offset schemes have also been criticised for fostering the idea 
that there are simple solutions to unsustainable lifestyles, although they could be 
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argued to have educational benefits in terms of creating more carbon conscious 
societies (Gössling et al. 2007; MacKerron et al. 2009).   
 
Gössling et al. (2009) argue that carbon offset schemes do nothing to reduce 
emissions or reduce the volume of air travel taking place, and should not become a 
means of justifying further growth in air travel.   Böhler et al. (2006) and Mair 
(2011) suggest that offsetting schemes could increase the volume of air travel 
taking place by removing the guilt from excessive individual flight-taking.  
Academics researching carbon offsetting schemes for aviation are in general 
agreement that voluntary offsets on their own are not a solution to the climate 
change problems associated with air travel (Böhler et al. 2006; Boon et al. 2007; 
Gössling et al. 2007; Dodds et al. 2008; Broderick 2009; Daley and Preston 2009; 
Gössling et al. 2009; Mair 2011).  Whilst there are some benefits to carbon 
offsetting schemes, offsetting should be accompanied by measures aimed at 
changing holiday travel behaviour (Böhler et al. 2006).  An avoided flight is better 
than a compensated flight for climate change (Gössling et al. 2009). 
 
2.3.4 Behavioural change possibilities 
 
The third of the options, behavioural (or lifestyle) change, is considered to have the 
most important role to play in leading to reductions in GHG emissions from air 
travel associated with tourism (Dubois and Ceron 2006b; Gössling et al. 2007).  
Chapman (2007) concurs with this view and argues that behavioural change is the 
key factor for reducing GHG emissions from the transport sector.  Peeters et al. 
(2006) stress the importance of changing the behaviour of hypermobile tourists 
towards less energy-intense patterns, while also preventing less frequent travellers 
from entering hypermobile lifestyles.  Peeters et al. (2006) argue that individual 
choices, which are ultimately embedded in lifestyles, can have a substantial impact 
on the overall emissions caused by tourism.  Although behavioural change has 
been identified as potentially a key policy option, inducing behavioural change 
amongst tourists in the developed world will not be an easy, straightforward task.    
Böhler et al. (2006) argue that the potential to alter tourist behaviour might be 
small due to the high individual and social importance of holidays.  In addition, 
they suggest that the current conditions of relatively low priced air fares, 
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increasingly flexible working hours and the symbolic dimension of holiday 
destinations stimulates short stay holidays to long-haul destinations facilitated by 
air transport (Böhler et al. 2006).  Whilst major societal changes in tourism 
consumption behaviour may be unobtainable in the near future, there are still a 
number of potential behavioural changes available to tourists that do not require 
them giving up their freedom to travel or right to fly.   
 
Changes in tourism behaviour by individuals such as taking fewer holidays a year 
of longer duration, travelling shorter distances to destinations, and using alternative 
modes of transport to air travel could, if adopted by a significant proportion of 
travellers, have a substantial impact on tourism GHG contributions (Böhler et al. 
2006; Peeters et al. 2006; Miller et al. 2007).  One area where GHG emissions 
could be reduced is by using rail travel, rather than air travel, for short-haul trips.  
Chapman (2007) argues that there is a pressing need to make long distance rail 
travel more financially attractive than short-haul flights in order to induce a change 
in travel behaviour.  A study by Kemp (2009) suggests that for journey lengths 
between 200 and 1,000 kilometres alternative ground transport modes, such as rail 
and coach, can be time-competitive with air travel.  Kemp (2009) argues that the 
alternatives facing a tourist may not necessarily be a choice of transport modes to 
the same holiday destination, but may involve a choice between different 
destinations accessed by different modes – each providing an equally satisfactory 
holiday experience.   
 
Encouraging behavioural change through the substitution of rail travel for air travel 
will be more likely if ground transport modes are able to compete more effectively 
in terms of price and travel time.  For this to happen considerable investment in rail 
infrastructure will be required and governments may need to subsidise fares 
(Chapman 2007).  Peeters et al. (2006) and Peeters and Schouten (2006) 
recommend that innovation in the tourism sector should be directed at the 
development of less long-haul trips in favour of short-haul trips by rail and coach, 
as well as increases in the length of stay of trips.  The transformation of holiday 
products offered by the industry, brought about by infrastructure innovations, may 
be as important as changes in the mindset of individual travellers in bringing about 
significant behavioural change.  As a way of encouraging trips with a longer length 
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of stay, Peeters et al. (2006) suggest the tourism industry advertises holiday prices 
based on ‘per trip day’ rather than the current method of price ‘per trip’.  This 
would have the effect of longer stay holidays appearing as the lowest price offer, 
rather than short stay holidays; a reversal of the current situation whereby short 
duration trips are marketed as the cheaper option.  The benefits of slow travel, such 
as the ability to stop at multiple points on the journey to the eventual holiday 
destination when travelling by train, and to gain a more authentic travel 
experience, could also be promoted by tour operators and travel agents (Dickinson 
et al. 2010).   
 
Engaging the tourism industry in encouraging tourists to change their current 
holiday behaviour, in providing the infrastructure enabling lower carbon holiday 
options, and disrupting the status quo, may prove a challenge.  This point is 
illustrated by examination of the current stance of the UNWTO.  The Davos 
Declaration (UNWTO 2007a) calls for tourists, when choosing their holiday 
destination and choice of travel mode, to consider the climate, economic, societal 
and environmental impacts of their options before making a decision and, where 
possible, to reduce their carbon footprint or offset emissions that cannot be directly 
reduced.  However, there is a potential conflict of interests with the main priority 
of the organisation, which is to promote tourism as a driver of economic growth, 
inclusive development and environmental sustainability (UNWTO 2011).  This is 
illustrated by the statement presented at the United Nations Conference on Climate 
Change in Bali in December 2007 by the Secretary-General of the UNWTO.  In 
his published statement, the Secretary-General declared: 
 
“Those who say: “do not travel far from home and avoid taking planes to 
save several tons of carbon emissions”, should think twice. Because these 
long-haul trips are often to countries that are home to the planet’s poorest 
populations, which – we know – will already be the first victims of 
warming. These communities, like Bali, would be doubly affected if we 
also deprive them of the economic contribution of tourism” (UNWTO-
UNEP-WMO 2008, p.21). 
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2.4 SUMMARY 
 
This chapter outlined the contribution of the tourism industry to climate change.  
Although tourism only contributes 5% of global CO2 emissions (UNWTO-UNEP-
WMO 2008), this proportion is widely predicted to increase in the future due to the 
continued growth of the aviation market (Dubois and Ceron 2006b; Anable and 
Shaw 2007).  It is the aviation sector that constitutes the majority of greenhouse 
gas emissions from international tourism (Peeters and Dubois 2010) and, as a 
result, reducing emissions from air travel is seen as the most important factor in 
reducing tourism’s contribution to climate change. 
 
The three most widely proposed options for reducing tourism’s contribution to 
climate change have been outlined and discussed.  All three options relate to 
reducing the impact of air travel on climate change.  Considerable developments 
are taking place in terms of technological and infrastructural innovations in the 
airline industry.  Despite achieved efficiencies in fuel burn as a result of these 
improvements (Penner et al. 1999; Anger 2010), they are not sufficient to reduce 
the overall emissions from aviation due to the sustained growth in global air travel 
(Peeters et al. 2006; Lee et al. 2009).  Technical innovations still have an important 
role to play but, in isolation, they are inadequate in tackling increasing GHG 
emissions from tourism.   
 
A wide range of market-based policy options were evaluated.  The process of 
introducing fuel taxes and emission taxes is very complicated due to ICAO 
resolutions (Michaelis 1997), and is unlikely to take place in the near future.  
Including aviation in the EU ETS is the first attempt to start integrating the sector 
into international climate change policy.  However, the inclusion of European 
aviation in the ETS will not necessarily reduce emissions from air travel due to the 
ability of airlines to buy credits from other industries (Scheelhasse and Grimme 
2007; Anger and Kohler 2010).  Voluntary carbon offsetting schemes were also 
analysed.  Whilst they are considered to offer some benefits in mitigating the 
emissions from air travel, they have been widely criticised as only a very small 
minority of emissions are currently offset and the schemes do nothing to actually 
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reduce emissions from air travel (Boon et al. 2007; Gössling et al. 2007; Gössling 
et al. 2009).   
 
As a result of the predicted limited impacts of technological innovations and 
market-based policies, behavioural change is considered to present the most 
important option in leading to reductions in emissions from air travel and tourism 
(Dubois and Ceron 2006b; Gössling et al. 2007).  Whilst behavioural change by 
tourists offers the potential for substantial reductions in the contribution of tourism 
to climate change, achieving a significant degree of behavioural change is unlikely 
to be a simple and rapid process (Böhler et al. 2006).  The next chapter examines 
the potential for behavioural change in international tourism practices, as well as 
analysing the potential barriers to engagement with climate change in a holidays 
and travel context. 
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CHAPTER 3: BEHAVIOURAL CHANGE 
 
 
3.1 INTRODUCTION 
 
This second literature chapter focuses more on the theoretical aspects of the 
tourism and climate change relationship.  The chapter begins with a review of the 
general public’s awareness of tourism and climate change, followed by a more in-
depth evaluation of the research conducted on tourists’ understanding of the 
connection.  The barriers to engagement with climate change that have been 
identified in previous studies are then examined, and discussed in terms of their 
relevance to tourism and holidays.  Theories relating to behavioural change are 
reviewed and their applicability to the research study assessed.  The relevance of a 
number of psychology theories are discussed, before environmental sociology and 
sustainable consumption are examined.  The Social Practices Model (Spaargaren 
2003) is identified as having particular pertinence to this research study.  The 
chapter closes with a section concluding the literature reviewed in this and the 
previous chapter, and detailing the research gaps identified. 
 
 
3.2 TOURISTS’ ENGAGEMENT WITH CLIMATE CHANGE 
 
3.2.1 Introduction 
 
In the last decade in particular, climate change has aroused much interest amongst 
social researchers.  The high levels of political and media attention given to 
climate change has increased its profile as a global phenomenon.  As a result, 
numerous studies have been conducted to explore the public’s understanding of 
and engagement with climate change.  This section highlights some of the research 
most applicable to the study of tourism’s contribution to climate change. 
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3.2.2 The general public’s awareness of tourism and climate change 
 
A number of opinion polls and quantitative attitude surveys have been conducted 
which provide insights into the public’s attitudes towards flying and climate 
change.  These polls have been conducted by numerous organisations including 
Channel 4 (2005), the BBC (2007), the Guardian (2007), Ipsos MORI (2007), the 
Department for Transport (2010) and the National Centre for Social Research 
(2012).  These surveys are conducted to investigate a number of different areas, 
such as the public’s experiences of and attitudes towards air travel in general 
(Department for Transport 2010), the public’s attitudes towards flying and 
environmental concern (National Centre for Social Research 2012), and the 
public’s general attitudes towards climate change related issues (Ipsos MORI 
2007).  In most cases these surveys contain only a small number of attitude 
statements relating to air travel and the impacts on climate change.    
 
In the most recent Department for Transport (2010) study, which was based on a 
module of questions included in the Office for National Statistics’ Omnibus 
Survey in February 2010, 62% of respondents agreed that air travel harms the 
environment.  The proportion agreeing with this statement in 2010 is lower than 
the 66% that agreed in the 2008 survey and the 70% that agreed in 2006 
(Department for Transport 2010).  Of the 62% of respondents that agreed air travel 
harms the environment, 45% of them mentioned climate change/global 
warming/ozone damage as one of the environmental impacts (Department for 
Transport 2010).  The survey results indicate that the majority of UK residents 
have a general awareness that air travel harms the environment, although 
awareness levels have dropped over the last four years, with just over a quarter of 
respondents (28%) identifying an impact on climate change.   
 
Similar questions to those asked in the Department for Transport study are also 
asked as part of The British Social Attitudes Survey.  The British Social Attitudes 
Survey has been undertaken annually since 1983 and has included questions on air 
travel and climate change since 2003 (National Centre for Social Research 2012).  
A question about belief in climate change was included for the first time in the 
2011 survey.  Over three quarters of respondents (76%) believed that climate 
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change is happening and that humans are, at least partly, responsible (National 
Centre for Social Research 2012).  A further 16% believed that climate change is 
taking place but not as a result of human actions, and 7% did not believe that 
climate change is taking place (National Centre for Social Research 2012).  This 
suggests that public acceptance of the scientific consensus on human-induced 
climate change is quite high.  The percentage of respondents agreeing that the 
current level of air travel has a serious effect on climate change was 64% in 2011; 
the same figure as when the question was first asked in 2005.  This result is 
consistent with the findings of the Department for Transport (2010) study. 
 
Whilst providing a snapshot of the public’s views, these surveys do not explore 
deeper beliefs and focus on stated attitudes rather than measuring actual behaviour.  
For example, in The British Social Attitudes Survey (2012) 24% of respondents 
said they were prepared to travel less by plane, with a further 5% claiming they 
have already reduced their air travel to help tackle climate change and 23% 
insisting they never fly at all.  It can be argued that these surveys may be suffering 
from elements of social desirability bias (Sterngold et al. 1994).  This proposition 
is supported by the results of the Guardian/ICM poll (2007), which reported that 
13% of passengers said they had given up flying as a result of climate change, with 
a further 34% reducing their number of short-haul flights and 31% reducing long-
haul flights.  The Guardian article acknowledges that “the growing number of air 
travellers suggests that the reality may differ”.  The poll also reported that 29% of 
passengers have used a carbon offsetting scheme, forcing the Guardian to comment 
“Again, that claim may be running ahead of what is actually happening”.  
 
In a review of existing research into public attitudes to climate change and 
transport behaviour, Anable et al. (2006) claim the evidence suggests that 
recognition of the concept of climate change among the UK population is 
extremely high, but a sophisticated understanding appears to be random and 
inconsistent.  When it comes to air travel, the authors conclude that the evidence 
suggests that only one third of the UK population identify air travel as a cause of 
climate change.  Examining the growth in air travel by UK residents over the past 
few decades, Anable et al. (2006) argue that to date very little research has been 
carried out to understand the real motivations for the changing patterns of air 
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travel.  As a result, knowledge of the link between air travel, climate change and 
the decision-making processes of UK residents with respect to flying is also low.  
 
3.2.3 Tourists’ awareness of tourism and climate change 
 
To date, there has been limited specific research undertaken to investigate whether 
tourists are aware of the impacts their travel and holidays have on climate change.  
However, a small number of studies have been published in the tourism and 
transport literature that offer some insight into tourists’ awareness, attitudes and 
behaviour towards climate change.  Research conducted with tourists suggests that 
there is generally a low level of awareness of the impacts holidays, and particularly 
air travel, have on climate change (Gössling et al. 2006; Shaw and Thomas 2006, 
Becken 2007; Randles and Mander 2009; Barr et al. 2011; Dickinson et al. 2011).  
In Becken’s (2007) study amongst international tourists in New Zealand, 
participants showed a low awareness of air travel’s impact on climate change.  
Participants did acknowledge climate change as a ‘massive problem’ and 
‘happening now’ but links between their own travel behaviour and climate change 
were rarely made.  Similar to Becken’s (2007) findings, Randles and Mander 
(2009) concluded that, on the whole, interviewees in their study had a very low 
level of awareness and understanding of the science of climate change, but were of 
the opinion that something significant was happening.  Barr et al. (2011) found in 
their focus group research that most participants expressed concern about global 
climate change, but there was general debate and uncertainty regarding the cause 
of climate change and the role of humans.  These studies suggest that overall 
awareness of climate change is high, but the link between holidays and climate 
change is rarely made by tourists. 
 
This view is further supported by the findings of Gössling et al. (2006) and Shaw 
and Thomas (2006).  In their study conducted with international tourists holidaying 
in Zanzibar, Gössling et al. (2006) concluded that the majority of visitors surveyed 
were unaware of their contribution to climate change and the consequences of their 
travel.  When asked about environmental problems associated with tourism, 
responses focussed on local, visible and immediate problems, such as waste, fresh 
water availability and land development.  Only a small minority of respondents 
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(17%) mentioned emissions of greenhouse gases from air travel (Gössling et al. 
2006).  Shaw and Thomas (2006) conducted qualitative research with a small 
group of international students studying in the UK and found that very few 
expressed any concern about the environmental costs of air travel.  Of the minority 
of participants that were aware that air travel contributes to climate change, none 
of them believed that there was much that an individual could do to combat the 
problem (Shaw and Thomas 2006).  Signs of increased tourist awareness of the 
impacts of holidays and flying on climate change were evident in a more recent 
study of attitudes towards long-haul holidays in New Zealand amongst UK 
participants.  In this qualitative study, Cohen and Higham (2011) found a spectrum 
of awareness of the impacts of air travel on climate change.  This spectrum ranged 
from participants who were largely unaware of air travel’s climate change impact 
to several who were aware and beginning to show signs of what Cohen and 
Higham (2011) label ‘consuming air travel with a conscience’.  Cohen and Higham 
concluded that most of the participants in their study were aware to some degree of 
the impact of air travel on climate change. 
 
Research into tourists’ awareness of and attitudes towards holidays, air travel and 
climate change has revealed a general unwillingness to accept personal 
responsibility for tourism’s contribution to climate change.   In Becken’s (2007) 
study, a large number of tourists did not feel accountable for the GHG emissions 
from their air travel and did not consider mitigation of aviation’s impacts as a 
personal responsibility.  Instead, responsibility for addressing the climate change 
impacts of air travel was seen to lie with airlines, governments and international 
organisations.  A similar view was expressed by the participants in Randles and 
Mander’s (2009) study.  Other people and groups were considered more to blame 
for the climate change impacts of flying than they were as individuals.  As a 
consequence, they were unwilling to change or restrain their air travel behaviour.  
These findings are supported by Cohen et al. (2011) who found that the 
responsibility for mitigating the climate change impacts of flights and holidays was 
placed on others, such as governments, rather than with individual tourists.  In their 
survey of Swedish air travellers, Gössling et al. (2009) found that air passengers 
put their own responsibility for dealing with the environmental impacts of aviation 
last; after aircraft producers, airlines, governments and intergovernmental 
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organisations.  Only a third of air travellers surveyed accepted any personal 
responsibility for aviation emissions (Gössling et al. 2009).  It is possible that some 
tourists may be genuinely unaware of the impacts that their holidays and air travel 
are having on climate change, whilst others may have a greater level of awareness 
but choose to deny or play down their own personal responsibility either by not 
accepting that their actions are having a significant impact or by passing on the 
responsibility and blaming others.  Böhler et al. (2006, p.667) highlight the fact 
that levels of awareness and propensities for denial are closely related when they 
state that:  
 
“The motivation for the long-haul traveller to get into contact with foreign 
cultures, to explore foreign landscapes or to exhibit a lifestyle different 
from the mainstream population might be stronger than the realisation that 
air travel causes environmental damage”. 
 
A small number of researchers have also found that some individuals are relatively 
comfortable with participating in environmental behaviours in and around the 
home but are less prepared to do so in a holiday situation (Böhler et al. 2006; 
Becken 2007; Bergin-Seers and Mair 2009; Barr et al. 2010; Dickinson et al. 
2011).  Becken (2007) found that tourists perceived environmental responsibility 
differently in the holiday context compared with their everyday situation at home. 
In this study, tourists indicated that GHG mitigation should focus on the home 
environment rather than on travel, which was perceived to be an extraordinary and 
therefore negligible contribution to overall emissions.  Barr et al.’s (2010) study 
suggested that, for some individuals, being environmentally conscious at home 
could be used to justify or trade-off their lack of commitment whilst on holiday.  
Randles and Mander (2009), Dickinson et al. (2010), and Cohen and Higham 
(2011) also found evidence of participants demonstrating their pro-environmental 
behaviours around the home as a way of ‘legitimising’ air travel for holidays and 
short breaks.  Barr et al.’s (2011) research illustrated a major difference in attitudes 
towards climate change and air travel, as opposed to conventional, home-based 
environmental practices.  The most committed individuals to home-based 
environmental activities were of the view that flying has a negative impact for the 
environment.  However, these individuals continued to fly regularly despite 
recognising the potentially contradictory behaviour (Barr et al. 2011). 
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The unwillingness of tourists to engage in environmentally friendly practices in a 
holiday context is particularly pronounced when it comes to air travel.  Studies 
suggest that tourists are extremely resistant to changing their flying behaviour 
patterns in order to reduce the impacts on climate change (Becken 2007; Randles 
and Mander 2009; Barr et al. 2010).  These studies indicate that many tourists 
consider the right to fly and freedom to travel as an integral part of their lives that 
they would not be willing to give up.  Gössling et al. (2009) found that a 
considerable share of air travellers perceive it as difficult or irrelevant to fly less 
often.  The authors argue that flying is now a contemporary form of travel that is 
an integrated and unquestionable part of many people’s lifestyles.  Randles and 
Mander (2009) concluded that, for the vast majority of their participants, flying has 
become a habit when it comes to making overseas holidays and trips.  Rather than 
engaging in considered decision-making through a process of rational evaluation of 
the alternative transport modes, participants were automatically choosing to fly 
(Randles and Mander 2009).  Cohen et al. (2011) argued that some of their 
participants were unable to disentangle air travel from the notion of taking a 
holiday and consequently viewed tourist air travel as an embedded way of life.  
This supports the findings of Randles and Mander (2009) that many tourists 
automatically think of flying when planning their holidays.   
 
Studies also demonstrate that awareness of the impacts of holidays and flying on 
climate change does not necessarily lead to changes in behaviour.  Cohen and 
Higham (2011) found that several participants were aware of air travel’s impact on 
climate change, but were unwilling to change their behaviour in response.  These 
participants expressed perceived positive benefits of tourism as a reason for 
continuing their air travel behaviour and attached too high of an importance on 
their holidays to consider adapting them.  The participants in Barr et al.’s (2011) 
study were also keen to emphasise the positive benefits that they had realised by 
travelling with low-cost carriers and were unwilling to change their flying 
behaviour.  In their study with Hong Kong residents, McKercher et al. (2010) 
found that tourists who took the most frequent international holidays were more 
aware of climate change than less frequent travellers, but also the least willing to 
change their flying and holiday patterns. 
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Randles and Mander (2009) discovered that participants were strongly against the 
introduction of restrictions limiting their ability to fly as much as they desired or 
could afford, but were less resistant towards higher taxes on air travel.  However, 
in order to accept higher taxes, participants wanted to see clear and direct evidence 
that the revenue raised would be used to address the climate change impacts of 
aviation.  Becken (2007) and Barr et al. (2010) also found evidence that objections 
to increased taxes were not as strong as opposition to quotas or limits on air travel, 
as participants stated they would simply ‘pay the tax’ and keep flying anyway.  
Despite an intention to pay increased environmental taxes in the future in order to 
continue current flying patterns, Barr et al. (2010) discovered there was scepticism 
of green taxes amongst the participants in their research and doubts expressed as to 
whether the proceeds were being used to directly tackle environmental problems. 
 
Although, overall, the research studies discussed have unearthed a strong 
resistance to tourists’ changing their current holiday and flying practices, there are 
a few indications that small adjustments to future travel behaviour could be made.  
In Becken’s (2007) study, some participants differentiated between what they 
perceived as ‘legitimate holidays’ and ‘dispensable trips’, such as short breaks or 
shopping trips.  The interviewees in Randles and Mander’s (2009) study elaborated 
further on this distinction between types of holiday.  Randles and Mander (2009) 
found participants considered some flights as indispensable, for a range of different 
reasons, but envisaged some flights ‘around the margins’ that could be substituted 
for different transport modes or even trips that did not need to be made at all.  The 
core trips, which were considered as ‘no-go’ areas in terms of being targeted for 
emissions reduction included regular trips to visit family and friends living abroad, 
special events such as weddings, and the long-planned major annual overseas 
holiday.  Participants expressed a view that they would be prepared to reduce their 
flying for some of the spontaneous ‘bargain’ short break trips they took using air 
travel, but only as a result of externally imposed restrictions on the number of 
flights they could take.  They were not prepared to voluntarily reduce the number 
of flights and short breaks they took. 
 
In their qualitative research with participants from the UK and Norway, Cohen et 
al. (2011) found evidence of shifting consumer discourses towards negative 
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valuations of frequent air travel.  However, the participants in the study were 
themselves regular flyers.  Some of the participants were critical of the over-
consumption of short-haul flights using low-cost airlines, whilst maintaining that 
annual holidays involving air travel were sacrosanct (Cohen et al. 2011).  Cohen 
and Higham (2011) report a number of participants that exhibited a ‘carbon 
conscience’ about flying and a desire to change their future air travel behaviour.  
But these were future intentions and, at present, these participants were still 
continuing to fly to holiday destinations. 
 
 
3.3 BARRIERS TO ENGAGING WITH CLIMATE CHANGE 
 
A number of studies have examined reasons why the public at large have not 
engaged more fully with the concept of climate change and the behavioural 
changes that could lead to lower greenhouse gas emissions (Stoll-Kleemann et al. 
2001; Anable et al. 2006; Lorenzoni et al. 2007).  Lorenzoni et al. (2007) refer to 
the term ‘engagement’ as a personal state of connection with the issue of climate 
change.  They argue that:  
 
“A state of engagement is understood here as concurrently comprising 
cognitive, affective and behavioural aspects.  In other words, it is not 
enough for people to know about climate change in order to be engaged; 
they also need to care about it, be motivated and be able to take action” 
(Lorenzoni et al. 2007, p.446).   
 
These studies have looked at climate change and individual lifestyles, and have not 
focused on a tourism or holiday context.  However, many of the barriers to 
engaging with climate change identified in these studies will have significant 
relevance to this study.  Research has also been conducted to investigate the 
barriers to the public engaging in more general pro-environmental behaviours 
(Blake 1999; Kollmuss and Agyeman 2002).  A considerable number of barriers 
have been identified and most researchers classify them into groups.  Most authors 
categorise each barrier as being at an individual (internal) or social (external) level 
(Blake 1999; Kollmuss and Agyeman 2002; Anable et al. 2006; Lorenzoni et al. 
2007). 
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Researchers argue that the barriers to engagement are interdependent and often 
work in conjunction to exacerbate the constraints (Anable et al. 2006; Lorenzoni et 
al. 2007).  Many of the barriers identified revolve around denial and dissonance 
related to the attitude-behaviour gap.  Lorenzoni et al. (2007) believe that some of 
the barriers they found could be interpreted as mechanisms of denial to cope with 
an internal discrepancy at an individual level between the demands to engage with 
climate change and reluctance for personal behavioural change.  The dissonances 
experienced are heightened, for many people, by the challenge to change high-
consumption lifestyles in order to reduce greenhouse gas emissions (Stoll-
Kleemann et al. 2001).  Lorenzoni et al. (2007) identified a reluctance to change 
lifestyles as a significant barrier to engaging with climate change.  Participants in 
their study considered that changes to their lifestyle would only be achievable with 
great discomfort and sacrifice of standards of living and social image.  As the 
climate change problem is fundamentally linked to energy consumption, the 
authors argue that resistance to change and the degree of cognitive dissonance 
experienced are likely to be far greater than for other environmental issues.  The 
reluctance to change lifestyles appears to be a key issue and (as discussed in 
Section 3.2.3) has already been identified in the context of holidays and travel 
(Becken 2007; Randles and Mander 2009; Barr et al. 2010).   
 
In addition to the studies discussed above, a number of other studies have 
identified barriers to engaging with climate change, even though it was not 
necessarily one of the primary research objectives.  In their study examining the 
future travel behaviour intentions of young people (aged 11-18), Line et al. (2010) 
found that although participants were aware of climate change, their understanding 
of the link between transport and climate change was weak.  Participants displayed 
apathy towards changing their future travel behaviour intentions to reduce their 
impacts on climate change.  The authors found that the timing and intangibility of 
climate change were key to this apathy, along with feelings of self-efficacy and the 
influence of social dilemmas (Line et al. 2010).  Semenza et al. (2008) investigated 
public perception of climate change and voluntary mitigation measures in Oregon 
and Texas, USA.  They identified a number of barriers to action in their research 
including lack of knowledge, scepticism, self-efficacy, and instrumental factors 
(lack of time and money, and inconvenience). 
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Table 3.1 presents the different barriers identified from the literature discussed in 
this section.  In accordance with the literature, the barriers have been categorised 
into internal and external barriers.   
 
Table 3.1: Barriers to engaging with climate change 
 
 Lorenzoni 
et al. 
(2007) 
Anable 
et al. 
(2006) 
Stoll-
Kleemann 
et al. 
(2001) 
Kollmuss 
and 
Agyeman 
(2002) 
Blake 
(1999) 
Internal Factors      
1. Lack of knowledge X X X X  
2. Uncertainty and scepticism  X     
3. Distrust in information sources 
(including media) 
X X    
4. Externalising responsibility and blame 
(governments and industry) 
X   X X 
5. Reliance on technology (technology will 
save us) 
X  X   
6. Climate change perceived as a distant 
threat (in space and time) 
X X    
7. Importance of other priorities X     
8. Reluctance to change lifestyles X  X   
9. Fatalism (it is too late to do anything) X     
10. Helplessness (drop in the ocean 
feeling) 
X     
11. Environmental values / attitudes / 
frames 
 X  X  
12. Moral norms / non-acceptance of 
personal responsibility 
 X X  X 
13. Perceived behavioural control 
(believed ability to act) 
 X    
14. Self-efficacy / agency / locus of control 
(sense of individual powerlessness) 
 X X X X 
15. Denial  X  X  
16. Affective attitudes (excitement, 
pleasure, boredom etc.) 
 X    
17. Self-identity and image (status)  X    
18. Habits and past behaviour  X  X  
19. Importance of personal freedom to 
choose 
  X   
20. Rejection of blame   X   
21. Metaphor of displaced commitment (I 
protect the environment in other ways) 
  X   
22. Motivation / laziness    X X 
23. Emotional involvement / lack of interest    X X 
24. Resistance against non-conforming 
information 
   X  
External Factors      
1. Lack of political action / distrust in 
governments 
X X X  X 
2. Lack of action by business and industry X X    
3. Free rider effect / social dilemmas X X X  X 
4. Pressure of social norms and 
expectations (expectation to consume) 
X X  X  
5. Lack of enabling initiatives X    X 
6. Contextual / situational factors  X  X  
7. Instrumental attitudes (time, cost, 
convenience etc.) 
 X  X X 
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It can be seen in Table 3.1 that a number of the barriers identified by the various 
authors are quite similar but titled differently (for example, 4. Externalising 
responsibility and blame (governments and industry), 12. Moral norms / non-
acceptance of personal responsibility and 20. Rejection of blame can all be 
considered as relating to ‘Denial of personal responsibility’).  In addition, although 
the studies examining tourists’ awareness of climate change (discussed in Section 
3.2.3) did not set out specifically to investigate barriers to action, unlike the studies 
included in the table above, a number of barriers were nonetheless discovered.  
These included reluctance to change holiday lifestyles (Becken 2007), a belief that 
technology will solve the problems of emissions from aviation (Barr et al. 2010), a 
feeling of helplessness that individual actions do not make a difference (Shaw and 
Thomas 2006), denial of personal responsibility and blaming others (Randles and 
Mander 2009), and protecting the environment in other ways (Barr et al. 2010; 
Dickinson et al. 2010).  By looking at similarities between barriers in Table 3.1, 
and by examining the barriers identified in the tourism literature, a shortlist of the 
potentially most relevant barriers to engaging with climate change in a holiday 
context were derived.  It is important to refine the list of potential barriers as the 
different barriers will vary in their saliency depending on different environmental 
behaviours and situations (Blake 1999; Anable et al. 2006) and thus they are not all 
of equal relevance to this study.  The key barriers identified to this research are 
given below. 
 
Most relevant barriers to engaging with climate change in a holiday context 
identified from the literature: 
 
Internal: 
1. Lack of knowledge/uncertainty/scepticism of climate change 
2. Lack of environmental values and attitudes 
3. Denial of personal responsibility/blaming others 
4. Reluctance to change lifestyles/freedom of choice 
5. Self-efficacy/locus of control (fatalism/powerlessness) 
6. Reliance on technology to solve problem 
7. Habits and past behaviour 
8. Protecting the environment in other ways 
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External: 
1. Lack of political action 
2. Lack of action by business and industry 
3. Social dilemmas/free-rider problem 
4. Social norms and expectation to consume 
5. Contextual/situational factors 
6. Instrumental factors (time, cost, convenience etc.) 
 
‘Denial’ has not been included as a specific barrier because a number of the 
barriers in the shortened list could be considered as forms of denial (for example, 
Denial of personal responsibility/blaming others; Self-efficacy/locus of control 
(fatalism/powerlessness); Reliance on technology to solve problem; Protecting the 
environment in other ways).  The following two sub-sections of this chapter 
explain the justification for the eight internal and six external barriers to action 
identified as being the potentially most salient to holidays and climate change, 
resulting from the literature reviewed. 
 
3.3.1 Internal barriers to action 
 
1. Lack of knowledge: 
The first internal barrier relates to a potential lack of knowledge of the causes and 
consequences of climate change and the potential effectiveness of actions 
(Lorenzoni et al. 2007).  This barrier is closely related to ‘Uncertainty and 
scepticism’ and ‘Distrust in information sources’ (see Table 3.1).  Studies 
examining tourists’ attitudes towards holidays and climate change have identified 
generally low levels of knowledge and awareness of tourism’s impact on climate 
change (Gössling et al. 2006; Becken 2007; Randles and Mander 2009) and, thus, 
lack of knowledge of climate change could potentially be a strong barrier to 
changing holiday behaviour. 
 
2. Lack of environmental values and attitudes: 
The importance of environmental values and attitudes as a precursor for pro-
environmental behaviour came out strongly in the studies of Kollmuss and 
Agyeman (2002) and Anable et al. (2006).  According to Anable et al. (2006), 
56 
 
values are essentially enduring beliefs about behaviours and end states which an 
individual strives to attain and, as such, they may provide a basis for the formation 
of attitudes.  When investigating a potential attitude-behaviour gap in a holidays 
and climate change context, it is important to ascertain whether pro-environmental 
values and attitudes are held. 
 
3. Denial of personal responsibility: 
Denial of personal responsibility was identified as a barrier to action in all five of 
the studies contained in Table 3.1.  In addition, the denial of personal responsibility 
for contributing to climate change and blaming others was also highlighted in a 
number of the tourism studies discussed in Section 3.2.3 (Becken 2007; Gössling 
et al. 2009; Randles and Mander 2009; Cohen et al. 2011). 
 
4. Reluctance to change lifestyles: 
Lorenzoni et al. (2007) and Stoll-Kleemann et al. (2001) highlighted a reluctance 
to change lifestyles as a significant barrier preventing engagement in behaviour 
that would reduce an individual’s personal carbon contribution and subsequent 
impact on climate change.  When it comes to changing flying behaviour, tourism 
studies (Becken 2007; Randles and Mander 2009; Barr et al. 2010) have shown 
that tourists are extremely resistant to voluntarily changing their air travel 
consumption or having restrictions enforced upon them.  Holiday lifestyles and the 
freedom to travel are very important to tourists and there is a strong reluctance to 
change current practices (Becken 2007). 
 
5. Self-efficacy: 
Self-efficacy, agency and locus of control essentially share the same meaning: a 
notion of perceived belief about what can be achieved (Anable et al. 2006).  When 
it comes to tackling global environmental problems, all five studies outlined in 
Table 3.1 identify a sense of powerlessness held by individuals as a barrier to 
action.  There is evidence of this barrier to action when it comes to the contribution 
of air travel to climate change.  Shaw and Thomas (2006) found that many of the 
participants in their study did not believe that there was much that an individual 
could do to make a difference to overall emissions from flying.  
 
57 
 
6. Reliance on technology to solve the problem: 
The studies of Stoll-Kleemann et al. (2001) and Lorenzoni et al. (2007) both 
identify a reliance on technology to solve the problem of anthropogenic climate 
change as a justification for inaction at an individual level.  Stoll-Kleemann et al. 
(2001) consider the belief in technological solutions to solve the problem as a form 
of climate change denial.  In terms of aviation’s impact on climate change, Barr et 
al. (2010) found that there was a sense of ‘denial’ of air travel’s impact on climate 
change amongst participants and a conviction that technological innovations were 
the most effective means of reducing emissions from air travel. 
 
7. Habits: 
Kollmuss and Agyeman (2002) and Anable et al. (2006) argue that habits and past 
behaviour is a strong barrier to pro-environmental behaviour.  With regards to 
tourism and climate change, Randles and Mander (2009) propose that air travel has 
become a habit for UK tourists when taking overseas holidays and trips.  Similarly, 
Cohen et al. (2011) found that some participants in their study were unable to 
extricate the association of air travel with holidays, leading them to conclude that 
air travel is an embedded way of life.  Automatic thoughts of flying and the 
dismissal of alternative transport modes is potentially an important barrier to action 
in a tourism context, especially when, given the evidence in Chapter 2, transport is 
the tourism industry’s largest contributor to climate change. 
 
8. Protecting the environment in other ways: 
In their study of psychological denial concerning climate change mitigation, one of 
the forms of denial Stoll-Kleemann et al. (2001) identified was the ‘metaphor of 
displaced commitment’.  The authors found that participants justified their lack of 
action in tackling climate change in certain parts of their lifestyle by claiming that 
they protect the environment in other ways.  A number of authors (see, for 
example, Becken 2007; Randles and Mander 2009; Barr et al. 2010; Dickinson et 
al. 2010; Cohen and Higham 2011; Dickinson et al. 2011) discovered this same 
justification and denial mechanism when it comes to adjusting holiday behaviour.  
These studies found a belief amongst participants that engaging in environmental 
practices in and around the home, in order to reduce their carbon footprint, could 
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be used as a means of justifying their international holidays and counteracting the 
subsequent emissions from their air travel. 
 
3.3.2 External barriers to action 
 
1. Lack of political action: 
Lack of political action and distrust in governments to take responsibility is a 
barrier to action identified in the literature on engagement with climate change 
mitigation and pro-environmental behaviours.  Blake (1999) argues that 
governmental institutions are seen by the public as being most responsible for 
causing environmental problems and, thus, they are also viewed as being most 
responsible for solving them.  Participants in Lorenzoni et al.’s (2007) study 
referred to a lack of commitment to mitigate greenhouse gas emissions and a lack 
of evidence of substantial action by the British Government, as a reason why they 
were not concerned about reducing their personal contributions to climate change.  
Becken (2007), Randles and Mander (2009) and Cohen et al. (2011) found 
evidence of tourists placing the responsibility for addressing the climate change 
impacts of air travel and holidays on governments and international institutions. 
 
2. Lack of action by business and industry: 
A similar barrier to lack of political action is lack of action by business and 
industry.  Lorenzoni et al. (2007) discovered that the vast majority of survey 
respondents in their quantitative research agreed that industry and business should 
be doing more to tackle climate change.  Participants in their qualitative research 
blamed industry and company greed for causing climate change, rather than 
individual consumers (Lorenzoni et al. 2007).  Similarly, respondents in Gössling 
et al.’s (2009) study placed responsibility for the climate change mitigation of air 
travel with aircraft producers and airline companies, rather than with individual 
tourists.  Becken (2007) and Randles and Mander (2009) also found evidence that 
tourists view airlines as being responsible for reducing emissions from aviation. 
 
3. Social dilemmas: 
Social dilemmas, or the free-rider problem, were identified as a barrier in all three 
studies examining climate change engagement in Table 3.1 (Stoll-Kleemann et al. 
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2001; Anable et al. 2006 and Lorenzoni et al. 2007).  There is a reluctance for 
individuals to change their behaviour if they feel others will not follow suit.  This 
perceived inaction by others is used as justification for not changing individual 
behaviour (Lorenzoni et al. 2007).  Stoll-Kleemann et al. (2001) make reference to 
the ‘tragedy of the commons’, and state that individuals are unlikely to change 
behaviour in situations where the perceived self benefits are greater than the 
perceived costs to society.  This barrier has particular relevance for holidays, 
considering the reluctance of tourists to change tourism lifestyles (Becken 2007; 
Randles and Mander 2009).  The perceived personal benefits of holidays to tourists 
(Barr et al. 2011; Cohen and Higham 2011) could outweigh the perceived cost to 
society in terms of the contribution to climate change from greenhouse gas 
emissions.   
 
4. Social norms: 
Whether or not people adopt a new behaviour is influenced to some extent by what 
others do (Anable et al. 2006).  Lorenzoni et al. (2007) identify social norms and 
expectations to consume as a barrier to changing behaviour for climate change 
reasons.  The authors propose that socially-acceptable ways of behaving, and 
expectations requiring carbon-dependent lifestyles, become ingrained unconscious 
habitual behaviours.  Included in the examples they give, of social expectations to 
consume, are frequent long-haul holidays and weekend breaks (Lorenzoni et al. 
2007).  Urry (2002) makes the argument that holidays and travel are a marker of 
status and, thus, there are societal pressures to engage in holidays as a way of 
accumulating cultural capital. 
 
5. Contextual/Situational factors: 
It can be argued that many pro-environmental behaviours can only take place if the 
necessary infrastructure is provided (Kollmuss and Agyeman 2002).  In their 
research into the attitude-behaviour gap, Anable et al. (2006) state that contextual 
or situational barriers emerged as an extremely important consideration.  An 
example of a situational barrier, highlighted by participants in Lorenzoni et al.’s 
(2007) study, is a perceived lack of affordable and reliable public transportation in 
a locality.  Situational barriers could potentially be very powerful in a holidays and 
climate change context, as there are no realistic transport alternatives to flying for 
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travelling to many long-haul holiday destinations.  This dearth of alternative 
options will require tourists to make more significant changes in their holiday 
practices in order to reduce the impacts on climate change. 
 
6. Instrumental factors: 
Instrumental factors, such as the time involved, the financial cost and the degree of 
inconvenience, can also be a barrier to pro-environmental behaviour (Blake 1999; 
Kollmuss and Agyeman 2002; Lorenzoni et al. 2007).  Kollmuss and Agyeman 
(2002) hypothesise that primary motives to act, such as altruistic and social values, 
are often over-powered by more immediate, selective motives, such as personal 
comfort and saving time and money.  Instrumental factors could be a barrier to 
action when it comes to changing flying behaviour, particularly for holidays to 
medium and long-haul destinations. 
 
 
3.4 THEORIES RELATING TO BEHAVIOURAL CHANGE 
 
3.4.1 Introduction 
 
A number of studies have evaluated the different psychological theories of 
behaviour with regards to their relevance and value when examining sustainable 
consumption (Jackson 2005), transport behaviour (Anable et al. 2006) and personal 
responsibility (Halpern et al. 2004).  A wide range of conceptual theories have 
been developed, utilising various social, psychological, subjective and objective 
variables in order to model consumer behaviour (Jackson 2005).  These theories of 
behavioural change operate at a number of different levels, including the individual 
level, the interpersonal level and the community level (Halpern et al. 2004).  A 
number of theories have been designed specifically to examine pro-environmental 
behaviour, whilst more general consumer behaviour theories have also been used 
to predict behaviour in a climate change context.  Many studies have investigated 
an inconsistency between people’s attitudes and behaviour (Blake 1999; Kollmuss 
and Agyeman 2002; Barr 2004).  This inconsistency is commonly referred to as the 
attitude-behaviour gap or the value-action gap and is particularly prevalent when 
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examining behavioural change related to environmental issues (Nickerson 2003).  
Anable et al. (2006) consider this attitude-behaviour gap as one of the greatest 
challenges facing the climate change agenda.   
 
3.4.2 Overview of relevant psychology theories 
 
This section highlights some of the most influential and commonly applied 
theories that have been developed to model behaviour and to explain the attitude-
behaviour relationship.  In addition to the theories discussed in this section, there 
are a profusion of other psychological theories relating to behavioural change.  For 
a more detailed review of these psychological theories see Halpern (2004), Jackson 
(2005), Anable et al. (2006) and Darnton (2008). 
 
One of the best known and most widely applied psychology models is the Theory 
of Planned Behavior (Ajzen 1991).  The theory is an extension of the earlier 
developed Theory of Reasoned Action (Ajzen and Fishbein 1980).  In the Theory 
of Planned Behavior, intention to act is believed to be the key determinant of 
behaviour.  In turn, intention to act is determined by three components: attitude 
towards the behaviour, subjective norm and perceived behavioural control.  As 
Ajzen and Fishbein developed a mathematical equation that expressed their model 
and enabled researchers to conduct empirical studies, this resulted in the Theory of 
Planned Behavior becoming the most influential attitude-behaviour model in social 
psychology (Kollmuss and Agyeman 2002).  The Theory of Planned Behavior has 
been applied in a wide range of areas including studies examining recycling 
behaviours (see, for example, Barr 2004), personal travel mode choice (see, for 
example, Haustein and Hunecke 2007) and water conservation (see, for example, 
Lam 1999).   
 
The Norm Activation Theory (Schwartz 1977) is another widely applied model and 
was designed specifically to provide a framework for understanding altruistic 
behaviour.  The theory is based on the belief that a personal norm (feeling of 
strong moral obligation) to act in a pro-social way is activated by awareness of the 
consequences of one’s actions and the acceptance of personal responsibility for 
them.  Norm Activation Theory has been applied and theoretically tested in a 
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number of studies relating to general pro-environmental behaviours (see, for 
example, Nordlund and Garvill 2002), recycling behaviours (see, for example, 
Hopper and Nielsen 1991) and personal car use (see, for example, Bamberg and 
Schmidt 2003).  The Value-Belief-Norm Theory (Stern et al. 1999; Stern 2000) 
builds on the Norm Activation Theory by incorporating a more sophisticated 
relationship between values, beliefs, attitudes and norms.  The theory proposes that 
in order for an individual to engage in pro-environmental behaviour they first have 
to hold biospheric, altruistic and egoistic values consistent with acceptance of the 
new environmental paradigm (NEP) (for further information on the NEP see 
Dunlap et al. 2000). Acceptance of the NEP then feeds into the awareness of 
consequences, ascription of responsibility and the personal norm of the Norm 
Activation Theory.  The Value-Belief-Norm Theory has been applied in studies 
examining conservation behaviour (see, for example, Kaiser et al. 2005), personal 
car use (see, for example, Eriksson et al. 2006) and energy consumption in the 
home (see, for example, Steg et al. 2005). 
 
One of the most relevant theories to the attitude-behaviour gap is the Theory of 
Cognitive Dissonance (Festinger 1957).  In this theory, Festinger argues that where 
there are inconsistencies between an individual’s attitudes and behaviour resulting 
in internal feelings of discomfort, the individual will adjust either their attitudes or 
behaviour to reduce this discrepancy.  Jackson (2005) suggests that the publication 
of Festinger’s theory was instrumental in establishing the attitude-behaviour gap 
that has since plagued behaviour theory.  As well as offering a valuable insight into 
the attitude-behaviour gap, the theory is also relevant to a number of the barriers to 
action related to denial identified in Section 3.3.  In their research into engagement 
with climate change, Stoll-Kleemann et al. (2001) reported a number of socio-
psychological denial mechanisms created by participants to overcome the cognitive 
dissonance created in their minds. These mechanisms heightened the costs of 
lifestyle changes, set blame on the inaction of others, and emphasised doubts 
regarding the immediacy of personal action when the effects of climate change 
seemed uncertain and far away.  Stoll-Kleemann et al. (2001) suggest that 
individuals experiencing dissonance seek to resolve it, deny it or displace it.  From 
their research they conclude that, for the most part, denial or displacement act 
powerfully to maintain the gap between attitude and behaviour with regard to 
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climate change.  An alternative interpretation of how dissonance can be reduced is 
offered by Self-Perception Theory (Bem 1967).  Self-Perception Theory proposes 
that in certain situations attitudes are inferred on the basis of observations about 
one’s own overt behaviour.  By suggesting that behaviour can inform attitudes, the 
theory is counterintuitive to conventional psychology theories that postulate 
attitudes affect behaviour.    
 
These psychology theories offer useful insights for this study, as their variables 
and constructs are closely related to many of the barriers identified in Section 3.3.  
For example, the Theory of Planned Behavior offers insight through its tenet that 
attitudes towards a specific behaviour (attitude towards holidays) should be 
examined rather than examining environmental attitudes in general.  One of the 
constructs of the Theory of Planned Behavior, perceived behavioural control, is 
relevant to some of the structural barriers.  In the context of this study, perceived 
behavioural control could relate to how feasible tourists’ feel it is for them to 
change their holiday behaviour by flying less or using alternative transport modes, 
as opposed to the actual physical feasibility.  The Norm Activation Theory and 
Value-Belief-Norm Theory offer insight to the barriers identified through their 
constructs of awareness of consequences (awareness of impacts holidays and 
flying behaviour have on climate change) and ascription of responsibility 
(accepting personal responsibility for the emissions and climate change 
contribution of one’s holidays and travel).  As mentioned earlier, the Theory of 
Cognitive Dissonance is of relevance to a number of the barriers related to denial 
mechanisms, such as not accepting personal responsibility and blaming others, 
reluctance to change lifestyles, and self-efficacy (powerlessness). 
 
Although the theories discussed are relevant to the study of behavioural change in 
a tourism and climate change context, this research will not apply or empirically 
test a specific theory.  This decision has been made for two reasons.  First, authors 
have suggested that no single theory has yet been developed that comprehensively 
explains behavioural change.  Kollmuss and Agyeman (2002) conclude that the 
question of what determines pro-environmental behaviour is such a complex one 
that it cannot be visualised through one single framework or diagram.  Anable et 
al. (2006, p.64) concur with this view and state that there is no “grand unified 
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theory” that provides a definitive explanation of behavioural change.  Secondly, 
and related to the first argument, the psychology theories discussed in the previous 
section do not include all of the variables that would comprehensively explain the 
attitude-behaviour relationship in a tourism and climate change context.  In 
particular, the role of past habits has been shown to be a key variable in pro-
environmental behaviour (Aarts et al. 1998; Ouellette and Wood 1998).  
Psychology theories have been criticised for tending to study and model behaviour 
as a function of processes and characteristics which are conceived as being internal 
to the individual, such as attitudes, values, and personal norms (Jackson 2005).  
Jackson (2005) argues that they generally neglect processes and characteristics 
external to the individual, such as institutional constraints, fiscal and regulatory 
incentives, and social norms.  Shove (2010, p.1274) suggests that:  
 
“Framing the problem of climate change as a problem of human behaviour 
marginalises and in many ways excludes serious engagement with other 
possible analyses, including those grounded in social theories of practice 
and transition”.   
 
The analysis of the potential barriers to action in Section 3.3 suggests that external 
variables are of significant relevance to this research and should not be neglected 
or under represented.  External variables are covered more explicitly in the 
environmental sociology literature.  Section 3.4.4, which discusses the Social 
Practices Model, addresses external constraints in more detail. 
 
3.4.3 Sociology and sustainable consumption 
 
The impacts of tourism on climate change can also be explored from a sociological 
perspective.  It is widely believed that current levels of consumption in affluent 
societies are unsustainable (Southerton et al. 2004).  This unsustainable 
consumption has particular relevance for holidays and travel, as the modern global 
tourism industry is encapsulated by the phrase ‘high carbon lifestyles’ (Burns and 
Bibbings 2009).  Shove (2010) and Hargreaves (2011) suggest that the challenges 
of climate change are so great that many familiar ways of life and many of the 
patterns of consumption associated with them are fundamentally unsustainable 
and, as a result, large-scale changes to everyday life across all sectors of society 
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will be required.  Shove (2003) argues the focus of environmentalists aiming to 
tackle climate change problems should not be on the consumption of energy 
resources, but on the services and experiences they make possible.  Concentrating 
on energy intensities results in missing the bigger picture and failing to detect 
cultural and generational shifts of expectation and practice (Shove 2003).  
According to Southerton et al. (2004, p.40): 
 
“Focusing on the choices that people make when going about singular acts 
of consumption is to miss the broader and more important point that it is 
not in acts of consumption that environmental problems are located, but in 
the engagement in social practices that are interconnected in terms of the 
type of consumption involved, and the cultural meanings and significance 
of the practice”. 
 
There is disagreement amongst social practice theorists when it comes to defining 
exactly what a practice is.  Hargreaves (2011) suggests that some theorists focus on 
the various components or elements that make up a practice (see, for example, 
Reckwitz 2002), some concentrate on the connections between these elements (see, 
for example, Warde 2005), whilst others consider practices as a bridge between 
individuals’ lifestyles and broader socio-technical systems of provision (see, for 
example, Spaargaren and Van Vliet 2000).  Warde (2005) proposes that 
consumption itself is not a practice but is, rather, ‘a moment in almost every 
practice’.   
 
Shove (2010) argues that social theories of practice and linear theories of 
behaviour are contrasting paradigms, and that elements of the two sets of theories 
should not be merged or integrated.  Others (see, for example, Hargreaves 2011) 
question whether the terms ‘practice’ and ‘behaviour’ should be viewed as 
incompatible.  Hargreaves (2011) argues that given the contemporary ‘doing’ of 
numerous ‘pro-environmental behaviour change interventions’, and the large body 
of research investigating behaviour change, it would be empirically misleading to 
call behaviour change interventions by another name.  Thus, it can be argued that 
there is scope to use the terms ‘practice’ and ‘behaviour’ in the same study 
examining engagement with environmental problems, such as climate change.  
Indeed, Warde (2005, p.140) suggests that:  
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“The principal implication of a theory of practice is that the sources of 
changed behaviour lie in the development of practices themselves”. 
 
Theories of social and cultural capital may help explain why tourism consumption 
differs from other areas of consumption.  Larsen et al. (2006) suggests that travel 
can be understood through its role in the formation of social capital – connections 
among individuals.  Where people have wide networks of family and friends, they 
engage in tourism and travel as a means of visiting them and keeping in touch.  
Urry (2002) argues that travel is a marker of status and that by not engaging in 
travel people lose status.  According to Urry (2002, p.5) “It is a crucial element of 
modern life to feel that travel and holidays are necessary”.  Urry (2010) refers to 
the notion of ‘touring the world’, and argues that many people living in richer 
countries are connoisseurs and collectors of places.  This connoisseurship results in 
the further amplification of mobility and applies to very many places, such as good 
beaches, clubs, views, walks, mountains, unique history, surf, music scene, food, 
landmark buildings and so on (Urry 2010).  According to Urry (2010), the end of 
the 20
th
 century and beginning of the 21
st
 century have been characterised by the 
excess consumption of travel or, as he also refers to it, ‘binge mobility’.  
Participation in tourism and travel is also a way of gaining what Bourdieu (1984) 
calls cultural capital.  By engaging in particular tourism practices an individual can 
seek to demonstrate belonging to a particular social class or group.  From a cultural 
capital viewpoint, it is the symbolic value of holidays and travel which 
differentiates tourism consumption from other less visible and conspicuous forms 
of consumption and social practice.   
 
3.4.4 Social Practices Model 
 
Spaargaren (2003) developed the Social Practices Model as a sociological and 
contextual approach to examining sustainable consumption.  In the context of this 
model, social practices are conceived as being routine-driven, everyday activities 
situated in time and space and shared by groups of people as part of their everyday 
life (Spaargaren and Van Vliet 2000).  Verbeek and Mommaas (2007) argue that 
although holidays are not a day-to-day experience, they are characterised by 
routinised behavioural patterns.  Most people, they suggest, have a routinised way 
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of booking their holiday, and many tourists do not question which transport modes 
they will use and in what type of accommodation they will stay.   
 
The Social Practices Model is a conceptual model derived from Structuration 
Theory (Giddens 1991).  The Social Practices Model differs from the commonly 
adopted psychology attitude-behaviour models in a number of respects.  Rather 
than having individual attitudes or norms at the centre of the model, social 
practices are at the core of the model (see Figure 3.1).  The Social Practices Model 
does not focus on individual behavioural items (for example recycling or car use) 
but looks at the possibilities for people to reduce the overall environmental impacts 
of their normal daily routines involving clothing, housing, food, travel, sport and 
leisure.  The Social Practices approach is not a model that predicts the direction of 
change, nor a model that assumes a transition to sustainable development (Verbeek 
and Mommaas 2007).  Verbeek and Mommaas (2007) argue that it is an 
ontological framework that provides a theoretical perspective and that needs 
empirical analyses. 
  
 
 
 
Source: Spaargaren (2003, p.689) 
 
Figure 3.1: The Social Practices Model 
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An important element of the model is the role of systems of provision, which 
means social structures are not treated as external variables but are brought into the 
centre of analysis.  The responsibility of an individual towards environmental 
change is analysed in conjunction with the levels and modes of green provisioning 
(Spaargaren 2003).  The levels of provisioning for sustainable alternatives differ 
among the various social practices.  When there is a high level of green 
provisioning, individuals are more likely to be in a position where the greening of 
a lifestyle segment becomes a feasible option.  Equally when there is a low level of 
green provisioning in terms of infrastructural arrangements, the greening of 
relevant lifestyle segments becomes more challenging.  For example, a UK tourist 
who wants (or needs) to travel to Switzerland on holiday, but also has strong 
environmental concerns, has a choice between flying and the lower carbon 
emitting option of taking a train (higher level of green provisioning).  On the other 
hand, a UK tourist who wants (or needs) to travel to Tenerife, but also has strong 
environmental concerns, may have no option but to fly to Tenerife due to a lack of 
provisioning of alternative ‘greener’ transport modes.   
 
In the Social Practices Model, lifestyle is the centre of analysis.  Giddens (1991, 
p.81) defines the lifestyle of an individual agent as an:  
 
“Integrated set of practices which an individual embraces, not only because 
such practices fulfil utilitarian needs, but because they give material form 
to a particular narrative of self-identity”.   
 
Lifestyles consist of lifestyle segments that may vary considerably in terms of the 
contribution they make to the net environmental impact of the lifestyle of the 
individual.  Spaargaren (2003) argues that some people deliberately insulate 
specific lifestyle segments from the environmental considerations they accept and 
apply in most other segments of their lifestyle.  This view is supported by Becken 
(2007), who found that some tourists perceived environmental responsibility 
differently in the holiday context compared with their everyday situation at home.  
Tourists in the study expressed a view that climate change mitigation should focus 
on the home environment rather than on travel, which was often perceived to be 
extraordinary and therefore a negligible contribution to overall emissions.  
Becken’s (2007) study also found evidence of respondents ‘greening’ other parts of 
69 
 
their lifestyle by, for example, belonging to environmental organisations or 
supporting conservation projects.  Similar findings are reported by Barr et al. 
(2010) and Dickinson et al. (2010), whose studies suggest that some individuals 
use environmentally conscious activities at home to justify a lack of commitments 
whilst on holiday. 
 
According to Spaargaren and Martens (2005), there are likely to be major obstacles 
to consumers transitioning to new sustainable routines if these new routines result 
in a negative impact on existing levels of comfort, convenience and cleanliness.  In 
their Low-Cost High-Cost Model, Diekmann and Preisendörfer (2003) argue the 
costs of behaviour (in a broad sense, not just financial) are a key variable in 
explaining discrepancies between environmental attitudes and behaviour.  The 
basic premise of the Low-Cost High-Cost Model is that environmental attitudes 
influence environmental behaviour in situations and under conditions connected 
with low costs and little inconvenience for an individual.  The hypothesis suggests 
that individuals are much more likely to engage in environmental behaviour 
relating to low-cost and low-inconvenience domains, such as recycling household 
waste, than they are with high-cost and high-inconvenience domains, such as 
giving up flying or changing holiday practices. 
 
A small number of recent studies have used the Social Practices Model when 
researching tourism behaviour.  Verbeek and Mommaas (2008) apply a social 
practices approach to the study of sustainable tourism mobility.  Whilst not 
focusing specifically on tourism’s impact on climate change, the study does have 
some important findings for the climate change debate.  Verbeek and Mommaas 
(2008) argue that the overall holiday is a social practice, not the chosen transport 
mode.  When planning holidays, people are not focused on transport modes as 
such; rather the transport mode is part of an overarching holiday practice.  In other 
words, the choice of type of holiday, destination and transport mode should be 
considered as part of an integrated holiday package.  Verbeek and Mommaas 
(2007) suggest that producers and consumers shape each other and that, in order to 
be successful, socio-technical innovations need to fit with tourists’ routines and 
lifestyles as well as providers’ routines and structure of supply. 
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Dickinson et al. (2010) investigated the justifications of travel mode choice by 
slow travellers and non-slow travellers, in light of the climate change debate, using 
the Social Practices Model to explore how holiday travel is constrained by both 
individual agency to act and the structures that exist within the tourism industry.  
They conclude that structures of provision in the tourism industry have been 
influential in the development of socially embedded rules for travel such that most 
people automatically assume they will fly to certain destinations, although they 
acknowledge that holiday time constraints and the travel distances involved also 
have an impact.  In addition, they argue that this situation is enforced by slow 
travel holiday options not being readily available through the institutional 
structures of tour operators. 
 
Randles and Mander (2009) conducted a study amongst frequent flyers and 
analysed the responses from a sociological perspective.  They focus on the 
consumption of, rather than demand for, air travel.  They argue that for many 
consumption behaviours, the causal explanations lie deep within the interactions 
between social practices, the supply and circulation of products and services; and 
physical technical infrastructures.  These three dimensions co-construct each other 
and create a propensity for ‘lock-in’, which creates an inherent resistance to 
change.  Behaviour is seen as constituted through practice, and practice becomes 
the primary unit of analysis. 
 
The Social Practices Model is relevant to this study for a number of reasons.  First, 
it places emphasis on structural constraints in society, an area often overlooked by 
psychology theories.  Many of the barriers to engaging with climate change in a 
holiday context are situational and instrumental factors, as detailed in Section 3.3.  
Thus, the model provides a theoretical framework in which to examine holidays 
and climate change engagement that incorporates both the agency of an individual 
to act and the structural constraints within tourism.  Secondly, the proposition in 
the model that some people apply different environmental considerations to 
different segments of their lifestyle provides insight into the ‘reluctance to change 
lifestyles’ and ‘protecting the environment in other ways’ barriers with relation to 
holidays and climate change.  Thirdly, the model advocates the decision in this 
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study to treat holidays as the social practice to explore rather than focusing 
specifically on flying behaviour. 
 
 
3.5 CONCLUSIONS AND RESEARCH GAP 
 
The review of the literature has highlighted that the tourism industry is a 
significant contributor to global climate change and that the predicted future 
growth in international tourism is a major concern.  Air travel has been shown to 
dominate GHG emissions from the tourism industry and is thus the most important 
area to address in terms of reducing tourism’s impact on climate change.  Research 
suggests that reductions in GHG emissions from technological innovation and 
market-based policy changes will be insufficient on their own in preventing the 
overall levels of emissions from air travel continuing to increase in the future.  The 
main reason for this is that the predicted growth in demand for air travel is widely 
believed to be greater than the emissions efficiencies that can be achieved.  As a 
result, behaviour change by tourists is seen, by some researchers, to be key in 
reducing tourism’s contribution to climate change.  However, the limited research 
conducted on tourists’ awareness and attitudes towards air travel and climate 
change suggests that behavioural change will not be a straightforward or readily 
accepted process.  Many tourists appear reluctant to consider changing their travel 
behaviour and a number of potential barriers to engagement have been highlighted.  
The most potentially relevant barriers to action in a holiday and climate change 
context have been identified from the literature.  These barriers have then been 
discussed with reference to psychology and environmental sociology theories of 
behavioural change. 
 
While tourism’s contribution to climate change is unquestionably an important 
area of study, very little research has been undertaken on exploring tourists’ 
awareness of and attitudes towards holidays and climate change, and their 
likelihood to engage in behavioural change.  The tourism and climate change 
literature calls for more research into the awareness of tourists and their reactions 
to climate change impacts (Dubois and Ceron 2006a), and the tracking of travel 
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behaviour and opinions on the sustainability of air travel (Shaw and Thomas 
2006).  Similarly, Böhler et al. (2006, p. 668) state that:  
 
“More precise information about the existing level of knowledge 
concerning the environmental consequences of holiday mobility and the 
individual requirements for a behavioural change is needed”.   
 
The small number of studies that have investigated tourists’ awareness of and 
attitudes towards climate change (see, for example, Shaw and Thomas 2006; 
Becken 2007; Randles and Mander 2009; Cohen et al. 2011) have tended to focus 
on air travel.  As advocated by a Social Practices approach, there is a need to also 
explore tourists’ awareness of and attitudes towards holidays and climate change, 
rather than flying and climate change, as this may offer new insights into the 
tourism and climate change problem.  Furthermore, there appears to have been no 
research undertaken on the potential for behavioural change and barriers to action 
in a tourism and climate change context.  Thus, there is much scope for dedicated 
research into the potential for behavioural change towards less carbon-intensive 
holiday practices, and the identification of possible barriers preventing this change. 
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CHAPTER 4: METHODOLOGY 
 
 
4.1 INTRODUCTION 
 
The chapter begins with the research aim and objectives and then discusses the 
research approach.  Justifications for using a mixed methods strategy are presented.  
The rationale for the selection of focus group research as the qualitative method 
and questionnaires for the quantitative method are outlined.  Stage One of the 
research approach is presented in detail, from the initial research design of the 
focus groups through to the data analysis and interpretation stages.  The 
questionnaire survey in the second stage of data collection is then described.  
Ethical considerations and the limitations of each method are also discussed.  The 
chapter concludes with a brief overview of the presentation of the findings in the 
subsequent chapters. 
 
4.1.1 Research aim and objectives 
 
The aim of this research is to analyse the role that the climate change impacts of 
holidays play in the decisions of tourists in order to develop a conceptual 
framework of the barriers to behavioural change.   
 
In order to achieve this aim, six specific objectives were established: 
 
1. To identify the levels of awareness amongst tourists of the impacts holidays 
have on climate change. 
2. To establish the extent to which climate change impacts feature in the 
holiday decision-making processes of tourists. 
3. To explore the attitudes of tourists towards climate change and changing 
holiday behaviour. 
4. To identify the behavioural changes that tourists are engaging with in a 
holiday context to reduce their individual impacts on climate change. 
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5. To analyse the major barriers to tourists adopting less carbon-intensive 
holiday practices and to determine which barriers are more salient for 
different groups of the population. 
6. To develop a conceptual framework of the most salient barriers to 
behavioural change. 
 
 
4.2 RESEARCH APPROACH 
 
A mixed methods strategy has been adopted in this study, based on a sequential 
exploratory design (Creswell 2003; Saunders et al. 2007), in which an initial stage 
of qualitative data collection and analysis was followed by a second stage of 
quantitative data collection and analysis that built on the results of the first 
qualitative stage.  Stage One of data collection involved focus groups.  The 
findings of the focus groups were then analysed and used in the formulation of the 
questionnaire survey employed in Stage Two of data collection.  The results of the 
questionnaire were then analysed after the surveys had been conducted.  The 
results and analyses of the two data collection methods were then integrated at the 
interpretation stage of the study (Creswell 2009), and are reported in Chapter 8.  
Consideration has to be given to the weighting or priority of the qualitative and 
quantitative research (Punch 2005; Creswell 2009).  In this study, the two stages 
complemented each other and both provided a valuable contribution to the research 
questions.  Therefore, the two methods were afforded equal status. 
 
A mixed methods approach has been adopted for a number of reasons.  First, in 
terms of addressing the specific aim and objectives of this study, a mixed methods 
strategy is considered to be superior to a mono-method strategy.  Gillham (2000) 
argues that a multi-methods approach to real-life questions is important because a 
single approach is rarely adequate.  However, mixed methods research is not 
necessarily superior to mono-method research for all research questions (Saunders 
et al. 2007; Bryman 2008).  As very little research has been conducted to date on 
tourists’ awareness of the relationship between holidays and climate change, a 
mixed methods approach has the advantage of providing rich qualitative data as 
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well as more generalisable quantitative data, and thus generating a more 
comprehensive picture.  The combination of both forms of research method is 
considered to provide a more complete answer to the research questions (Creswell 
2009).  In this study, the research aim and objectives have informed the decision 
on research approach and choice of research methods (Punch 2005; Saunders et al. 
2007). 
 
Secondly, in addition to the completeness argument, a mixed methods approach 
was adopted as it allows for a triangulation process to take place (Bloor et al. 2001; 
Saunders et al. 2007).  If the results of different methods converge then there is 
greater confidence in the findings (Gillham 2000).  One of the ways that 
triangulation can be employed is by cross-checking the findings derived from a 
method associated with a quantitative strategy with the findings from a method 
associated with a qualitative strategy (Bryman 2008).  Triangulation is particularly 
relevant for this study as previous research using a qualitative approach to 
investigate tourists’ awareness of and attitudes towards climate change (see, for 
example, Becken 2007) have found somewhat contradictory results compared to 
the findings of quantitative surveys and opinion polls (see, for example, 
Department for Transport 2008).   
 
Finally, an equally important justification for using a mixed methods approach is 
the instrument development argument (Bryman 2008; Creswell 2009).  The 
findings from the qualitative research method employed in Stage One provided 
valuable contextual knowledge (Bloor et al. 2001) of the research problem which 
was then used in the design of the survey questions in Stage Two of the research.  
As a very limited amount of prior research has been conducted on tourists’ 
understanding of how tourism can impact on climate change, it was important that 
a qualitative research stage preceded the questionnaire survey so that a clearer 
picture could be obtained of the language used by tourists and their levels of 
understanding related to climate change and holidays.  As a result, the 
questionnaire survey is grounded in the views of the focus group participants 
(Creswell 2003). 
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In addition to the arguments already made for adopting a mixed methods strategy, 
with a sequential exploratory design (Creswell 2003; Saunders et al. 2007), the 
choice of research approach was also influenced by the approach used in previous 
studies (Punch 2005).  Table 4.1 provides information on the research strategies 
and methods adopted in previous studies related to tourism and climate change. 
 
Table 4.1: Methods used in previous studies related to tourism and climate 
change 
 
Author Publication 
Date 
Location Research 
Strategy 
 
Research 
Method(s) 
Sample 
Size 
Böhler et al. 2006 Germany Mixed 
Methods 
Survey 
Interviews 
1,991 
84 
Gössling et al. 2006 Tanzania Quantitative Survey 
 
252 
Shaw and 
Thomas 
2006 England Qualitative Focus Group 
Interviews 
18 
18 
Becken 2007 New 
Zealand 
Qualitative Interviews 
Focus Groups 
63 
32 
Randles and 
Mander 
2009 England Qualitative Interviews 
 
20 
Barr et al. 2010 England Mixed 
Methods 
Survey 
Focus Groups 
202 
12 
 
 
In previous studies, qualitative, quantitative and mixed methods approaches have 
all been used.  There is no consistently preferred approach and thus it is difficult to 
conclude that any one approach is superior or more applicable than the others.  The 
use of qualitative and quantitative research methods in previous studies supports 
the view expressed in the previous section that a mixed methods approach may 
provide a more complete answer to the research question.  Table 4.1 also shows 
that the research methods used in this study, focus groups and a questionnaire 
survey, have also been employed in previous studies investigating tourism and 
climate change. 
 
Mixed methods research enables the different strengths of qualitative and 
quantitative research to be capitalised on and the associated weaknesses with each 
method to be somewhat balanced (Punch 2005; Creswell 2009).  However, there is 
not universal agreement that integration of the two methods is desirable or feasible 
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(Bryman 2008).  Bryman states that the arguments against adopting mixed 
methods tend to be based around two lines of thought: 
 
1. The idea that research methods carry epistemological commitments 
2. The idea that quantitative and qualitative research are separate paradigms 
 
The first argument, referred to as the embedded methods argument, considers 
research methods as being inescapably rooted in epistemological and ontological 
commitments.  However, Bryman (2008) argues that the idea that research 
methods carry with them fixed epistemological and ontological implications is 
difficult to sustain when qualitative and quantitative methods are both capable of 
being put to a wide variety of tasks.  The second argument, the paradigm argument, 
is closely related to the first one.  This argument centres on the view that 
qualitative and quantitative research are paradigms in which epistemological 
assumptions, values and methods are inextricably intertwined and incompatible 
between paradigms.  In response to this argument, Bryman (2008) suggests that it 
is not clear that qualitative and quantitative research are in fact paradigms. 
 
4.2.1 Rationale Stage One 
 
At the start of this study, relatively little research had been undertaken with respect 
to tourism and climate change (Becken 2007; Hunter and Shaw 2007).  Therefore, 
exploratory focus group research was chosen as it has the potential to highlight 
important factors and variables that are not evident in the limited tourism and 
climate change literature.  It can be argued that focus groups offer a more natural 
environment than that of individual interviews, as participants are interacting with 
other people, just as they do in real life (Krueger and Casey 2000).  The literature 
also suggests that group interaction will lead to a wider range of views, as 
participants seize and develop on the comments of other group members (Bryman 
2008).  Group discussion can result in participants defending and more fully 
explaining their views, thus providing a greater insight into their thoughts and 
beliefs.  Another advantage with focus groups is that there is more freedom for 
participants to bring to the fore issues they consider important to a topic than there 
is in individual interviews (Bryman 2008), which helps to reduce the social 
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desirability effect which can distort this kind of research.  However, there is scope 
for group bias.  To minimise potential group bias individual tasks were integrated 
with group discussion. 
 
4.2.2 Rationale Stage Two 
 
While the aim of the focus group research in Stage One was to generate rich 
qualitative data on tourists’ awareness of and engagement with climate change, the 
aim of the quantitative research in Stage Two was to produce more generalisable 
findings.  As a result, a survey was chosen as the most appropriate research 
method.  According to Sarantakos (2005), surveys are the most commonly used 
method of data collection in the social sciences.  There are two main types of 
survey method: the structured interview and the questionnaire (Saunders et al. 
2007; Creswell 2009).  Each has advantages and disadvantages over the other.  
Mainly as a result of time and cost considerations, written questionnaires were 
chosen for this study.  Questionnaires are a relatively inexpensive method of data 
collection (Oppenheim 1992), can produce quick results (Sarantakos 2005) and 
enable the researcher to identify attributes of a large population from a small group 
of individuals (Creswell 2009).  However, there are a number of limitations to the 
use of questionnaires.  These include the inability to probe or clarify answers given 
and correct any misunderstandings respondents may have (Oppenheim 1992; 
Sarantakos 2005).  The questionnaire survey undertaken in Stage Two was cross-
sectional (Saunders et al. 2007; Creswell 2009). 
 
 
4.3 STAGE ONE: FOCUS GROUPS 
 
4.3.1 Research design 
 
The rationale for undertaking a series of focus groups as an exploratory phase of 
data collection was two-fold.  First, there were three specific objectives of the 
focus group research: 
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1. To identify the levels of awareness amongst tourists of the impacts holidays 
have on climate change. 
2. To establish the extent to which climate change impacts feature in the 
holiday decision-making processes of tourists. 
3. To identify the major barriers to tourists adopting less carbon-intensive 
holiday practices. 
 
The first two objectives of the focus group research are the same as the first two 
objectives of the overall study.  The third objective of the focus groups provided 
insight into the fifth and sixth objectives of the study. 
 
The second aim of the focus groups was to provide a contextual basis (Bloor et al. 
2001) for the design of the questionnaire survey to be implemented in the second 
quantitative stage of data collection.  The role of the focus groups was to provide 
information on the language used and understood by participants, as well as their 
levels of awareness and understanding of the subjects discussed (Morgan 1998), 
thus enabling the design of a questionnaire that is grounded in the views of the 
focus group participants.  The focus groups were also undertaken to generate new 
ideas for the questionnaire that were not identified from the literature review 
(Morgan 1998).   
 
However, there are a number of drawbacks with using focus groups rather than 
individual interviews in this research situation.  These include the increased length 
of time it takes to transcribe focus groups, in part due to difficulties in identifying 
participants and also from participants talking at the same time (Morgan 1998; 
Bloor et al. 2001).  It can also be more difficult and time consuming to organise 
and recruit for focus groups compared with individual interviews (Bryman 2008).  
In addition, the focus group moderator can have the additional challenge of having 
to deal with dominant participants and rather shy participants in the same group 
(Krueger and Casey 2000).  Despite these drawbacks, the advantages of focus 
groups were considered to outweigh the disadvantages in this research situation, 
and thus focus groups were adopted as the method of qualitative data collection. 
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4.3.2 Focus group design 
 
The focus group discussions followed a sequenced topic guide (Appendix 4.1).  
The focus group design consisted of largely open questions and tasks that 
proceeded from the general to the more specific (Krueger and Casey 2000) as 
follows: 
 
a) Understanding of climate change (open question) 
b) How lifestyles might impact on climate change (task) 
c) Important factors when planning a holiday (task) 
d) Climate change as a factor in holiday decisions (open question) 
e) Ways holidays might impact on climate change (open question) 
f) Barriers to behavioural change (open questions) 
 
The questions asked and tasks set were designed to stimulate discussion and group 
interaction.  The topic guide was informed by the objectives of the research and the 
literature reviewed.  The aim was to introduce sufficient structure to ensure the 
groups addressed the research topic whilst not inhibiting the natural flow of group 
interaction (Bloor et al. 2001).  The group discussions began with an introduction 
to the focus group by the researcher, followed by a short, uninterrupted statement 
by each participant of an autobiographical nature (Morgan 1998).  At the end of 
each focus group, participants were invited to ask any questions they had to the 
researcher (Krueger and Casey 2000). 
 
4.3.3 Focus group protocol 
 
It has been argued that participants should receive adequate information on the 
focus group during recruitment, so that they are able to give their informed consent 
to take part (Bloor et al. 2001).  Potential participants were told that the focus 
group discussion would be about climate change and people’s everyday lives.  
Mention of holidays and travel were deliberately avoided in the recruitment 
process so as not to create a connection in the participants’ minds between holidays 
and climate change if one did not already exist.  By disclosing that climate change 
was the main theme of the group discussions, the researcher was aware that this 
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could potentially lead to social desirability bias (Sterngold et al. 1994; Chung and 
Monroe 2003).  In addition, there was the possibility that the participants recruited 
may be more interested in, and knowledgeable about, climate change than the 
population in general as they volunteered to take part.  However, failure to disclose 
this information would not only have raised concerns regarding covert recruitment 
methods (Lugosi 2006), it may also have resulted in the recruitment of participants 
who felt mislead and were then unwilling to discuss climate change.  As an 
incentive to recruitment (Bloor et al. 2001), each participant was given a £10 
Marks and Spencer voucher at the end of the focus group.  Details of the vouchers 
were communicated to potential participants before they were recruited and were 
offered as a small token of appreciation for their time (Krueger and Casey 2000).  
Refreshments (tea, coffee and biscuits) were provided for participants at the start of 
each focus group.  Snacks and drinks have been found to promote conversation and 
communication within the group (Krueger and Casey 2000). 
 
4.3.4 Sampling 
 
The focus group research was a cross-sectional study (Saunders et al. 2007).  Four 
focus groups were conducted in Bournemouth, UK, in July 2008.  The researcher 
made initial contact with a key person belonging to a pre-existing group.  This 
person then helped facilitate the recruitment of other participants from within this 
social network.  Recruiting a focus group through an established social network 
reduces recruitment effort for the researcher (Bloor et al. 2001).  Methods used to 
inform potential participants of the focus groups included emails, posters, and 
word of mouth.  Recruitment from within the pre-existing groups was based on 
self-selection by participants responding to the emails and posters.  The intention 
was to conduct focus groups consisting of between 6 and 8 participants (Krueger 
and Casey 2000; Bloor et al. 2001).  To achieve this, a small amount of over-
recruitment took place to allow for people dropping out in advance or not showing 
up on the day (Bloor et al. 2001).  Morgan (1998) recommends over-recruiting by 
20%.  When 10 participants had come forward and volunteered to take part in each 
focus group, recruitment was halted.  The attrition rates for the focus groups were 
lower than predicted in the literature.  There were 8 participants in the first focus 
group, 7 participants in the second focus group, 10 participants in the third focus 
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group, and 9 participants in the fourth focus group.  In total, 34 participants took 
part in the focus group research 
 
Each group was relatively homogeneous and the participants were recruited from 
pre-existing groups.  Bloor et al. (2001) argue that groups should be reasonably 
homogeneous, as groups that are too heterogeneous may result in conflict and the 
repression of views of certain individuals.  The first group consisted of students 
(Student Group), the second group consisted of parents with young children 
(Family Group), the third group consisted of working professionals (Professionals 
Group) and the fourth group consisted of relatively affluent retirees (Retired 
Group).  The aim was not for a representative sample or to make comparisons 
between groups, but to cast a wide net to embrace a diversity of understandings 
and experiences of travel and overseas holidays.  Whilst potential participants were 
not screened prior to selection on their income or travel habits, the intention was to 
recruit people with differing socio-demographic profiles.  The Family Group was 
recruited from an economically deprived area of Bournemouth and, along with the 
Student Group, contained relatively less affluent participants.  The Professionals 
and Retired Groups contained relatively affluent participants.  The results of the 
focus groups revealed that not only were the participants in the Professionals and 
Retired Groups regular travellers (more than one overseas trip a year), so were 
most of the participants in the Student Group.  Participants in the Family Group 
were less frequent travellers, but all had taken at least one holiday in the last two 
years and all but one of the participants had taken at least one overseas holiday in 
this period. 
 
4.3.5 Data collection 
 
Consideration was given to the accessibility of the focus group venues for 
participants (Bloor et al. 2001).  The first focus group, which consisted of PhD 
students, was held in room D265, Dorset House, Talbot Campus, Bournemouth 
University.  The first focus group took place on Wednesday 2
nd
 July at 10:30am.  
As this was the first focus group conducted, participants were asked at the end of 
the discussion to provide feedback on how they found the focus group and to make 
any recommendations on how it could be improved.  The participants provided 
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positive feedback on the focus group experience.  They were happy with the 
content of the focus group discussion, they thought the discussion was well 
organised and controlled, and they were happy with the length of time it lasted.  As 
a result, no changes were made to the discussion guide.  The second focus group 
was held at the Wellspring Centre, Haviland Road, Boscombe, Bournemouth.  The 
participants in this focus group were part of an exercise class that took place at this 
venue.  The researcher took advantage of the fact that this group had a regular 
meeting time and place, and the focus group was held after an exercise class had 
finished.  The second focus group was conducted on Monday 14
th
 July at 11:00am.      
The location of the third focus group was Marshalls Point, Richmond Hill, 
Bournemouth.  Marshalls Point is an office building in central Bournemouth.  The 
participants in this focus group all worked in the Marshalls Point building, and the 
discussion took place in the boardroom.  The third focus group was held on 
Tuesday 22
nd
 July at 12:00pm.  The fourth, and final focus group, was conducted 
on Thursday 31
st
 July at 6:00pm.  It was held at the Ferndown Golf Club, Golf 
Links Road, Ferndown, Bournemouth, where all the participants of the focus group 
were members of the club.  Each focus group lasted between 1 hour 15 minutes 
and 1 hour 30 minutes.  Bloor et al. (2001) recommend one hour and 30 minutes as 
the maximum length of a focus group.  Krueger and Casey (2000) suggest that 2 
hours is the maximum duration. 
 
4.3.6 Data analysis 
 
Each focus group was recorded using two digital voice recorders and then 
transcribed verbatim.  As there were only four focus groups, the data were coded 
and analysed manually.  Before starting to code the data, the researcher, following 
the recommendations of Bryman (2008), read through each transcript without 
making any notes or comments.  The transcripts were then re-read a number of 
times, with the researcher highlighting significant remarks and making relevant 
notes.  Codes were then developed and reviewed, and connections between codes 
were sought.  Codes were generated inductively from the raw data, rather than 
deductively from theory and previous research (Boyatzis 1998); though the 
material was strongly influenced by the questions asked in the focus groups.  When 
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the coding process had been completed, the data were interrogated and 
systematically explored in order to generate meaning (Coffey and Atkinson 1996).   
 
The next stage of the analysis was to identify emerging themes.  A thematic 
analysis of the focus group data was undertaken (Boyatzis 1998; Ryan and Bernard 
2003; Braun and Clarke 2006).  Techniques outlined by Ryan and Bernard (2003) 
were used to discover themes in the data.  These included searching for repetitions 
in the data sets, and searching for similarities and differences by making systematic 
comparisons across the data.  Boyatzis (1998, p.4) describes a theme as:  
 
“A pattern found in the information that at minimum describes and 
organises the possible observations and at maximum interprets aspects of 
the phenomenon”.   
 
Researcher judgement is necessary to determine what a theme is and to decide how 
key that theme is to the study (Braun and Clarke 2006).  The importance of a 
theme is not so much dependent on quantifiable measures but rather whether it 
captures something insightful in relation to the research aim and objectives (Braun 
and Clarke 2006).  As part of the theme identification process, quotes from 
participants were cut from the transcripts, and sorted and organised around the 
emerging themes (Ryan and Bernard 2003).  The final stage of the analysis 
involved relating the findings and key themes back to the relevant literature and 
theory.  
 
4.3.7 Ethical considerations 
 
During recruitment, potential participants were made aware that the focus groups 
would be discussing climate change and everyday lives.  It was important to 
disclose information on the nature of the discussion so that participants could give 
their informed consent to take part (Bloor et al. 2001).  In the emails and posters 
utilised during recruitment, it was made clear to potential participants that no 
specific knowledge or understanding of climate change was required in order to 
take part, and it was the views of the general public that were of interest.  As the 
recruitment of participants involved the use of an intermediary from the pre-
existing groups, the intermediary was supplied with information on the focus 
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groups.  This included the minimum and maximum number of people to recruit, an 
estimate of the likely duration of the discussion, limited but clear details on the 
research topic being discussed, and instructions not to screen out potential 
participants that expressed an interest in taking part (Bloor et al. 2001).  As 
participants in the focus groups had self-selected to take part in the research and 
also listened to the explanation about the focus group given by the researcher just 
before it commenced, they were viewed as giving their informed consent to take 
part.  It was not deemed necessary to obtain a formal, written letter of consent from 
participants in this research study (Krueger and Casey 2000). 
 
Before the start of each focus group, participants were informed about the 
confidentiality of the data they were providing.  They were made aware that the 
focus group was being audio recorded, and were asked if they consented to this 
recording.  Participants’ names were not used in the analysis and results of the 
focus groups so as to protect anonymity.  Complete anonymity, however, could not 
be given due to the nature of group discussions.  In focus groups, information and 
opinions shared with the researcher are also inherently shared with other 
participants in the group (Morgan 1998).  Access to electronic and paper copies of 
the transcripts, and the audio recordings, were restricted to the researcher and the 
PhD supervisors.  Participants were made aware that publication of the research 
would take place in the thesis, in a journal article and at conferences.  Business 
cards belonging to the researcher were handed to all participants at the end of the 
focus group to enable them to contact the researcher, should they wish, with any 
questions or to obtain a copy of the published findings. 
 
4.3.8 Health and safety issues 
 
All four focus groups were conducted in locations where there was public access, 
limiting the health and safety risks to the participants and the researcher.  The first 
focus group was conducted at Bournemouth University, the second at a community 
centre, the third in a large office building, and the fourth in a golf club clubhouse.  
The first three focus groups took place during the daytime, and the fourth was held 
in the early evening.  To further minimise safety risk, the researcher left a record 
with a friend of where each focus group was taking place and an estimate of how 
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long it would last.  The researcher checked-in with the friend after each focus 
group. 
 
4.3.9 Limitations 
 
The aim of the focus groups was not to produce generalisable results but to provide 
rich, qualitative data.  The sample of participants was not designed to be 
representative, but was structured so as to generate an adequate cross-section of 
views.  The composition of participants in each of the focus groups was designed 
to be different to the other groups in terms of socio-demographic characteristics.  
Homogeneity within groups was desired though.  The organisation and recruitment 
of the focus groups in different environments: a university, a local community 
centre, an office building, and a golf club, helped to attract participants with a mix 
of different ages, lifestyle stages, wealth levels, and occupations.  However, as 
only four focus groups were conducted, it was not possible to achieve such a wide 
cross-section of views as would have been possible had a greater number of focus 
groups taken place. The focus group conducted at the community centre, in a 
relatively economically deprived area of Bournemouth, was designed to obtain the 
views and experiences of a less affluent group of society.  Whilst this group 
appeared less affluent than the other three groups, and engaged in fewer overseas 
holidays, it did not contain participants experiencing the strongest social and 
economic challenges in society.  As a consequence, the opinions of the lower 
social classes are likely to be under-represented in the focus group results.   
 
A further limitation of the focus group study was evident when transcribing the 
discussions.  Although participants were asked before each focus group not to 
speak at the same time (Morgan 1998), on rare occasions this did happen.  At times 
where more than one person was talking, this made the transcription of the 
conversation from the audio recordings difficult.  The use of two digital voice 
recorders positioned at each end of the table helped, to some degree, to negate the 
problem.  However, in a few instances it was not possible to transcribe perfectly 
the dialogue as a result of two or more participants talking at the same time. 
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Lincoln and Guba (1985) propose that trustworthiness is the criterion on which 
qualitative research should be assessed.  According to the authors, trustworthiness 
consists of four criteria: credibility, transferability, dependability and 
conformability.  Lincoln and Guba (1985) suggest that triangulation is one of three 
ways of improving the probability of producing credible findings.  In this study, 
the focus group findings were triangulated with the results of the questionnaire 
survey and compared with the findings of previous studies.  In terms of the 
transferability criterion, Lincoln and Guba (1985) suggest that the researcher 
provides the thick description necessary that makes transferability judgements 
possible on the part of potential appliers.  Dependability is the parallel to reliability 
in quantitative research (Bryman 2008).  Following the recommendations of 
Lincoln and Guba (1985), complete records were kept of all phases of the focus 
group research process.  Whilst complete objectivity is not possible in social 
research, conformability is concerned with ensuring the researcher can be shown to 
have acted in good faith (Bryman 2008).  Lincoln and Guba (1985) suggest that the 
keeping of an audit trail, as outlined for the dependability criterion, can enable an 
inquiry auditor to examine the records and determine conformability and 
dependability simultaneously. 
 
 
4.4 STAGE TWO: QUESTIONNAIRE 
 
4.4.1 Research design 
 
A questionnaire was employed in Stage Two of the study to further investigate the 
objectives of the research.  The findings of the focus group research in Stage One 
and the literature reviewed were used in the formulation of the questionnaire.  The 
aim of the questionnaire was to build on the rich qualitative findings of the focus 
group research and to generate more generalisable results.  The results of the 
questionnaire enabled all six objectives of this study to be fulfilled.  A self-
administered questionnaire was designed that was completed by the respondents in 
their own home and in their own time.   
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The questionnaire was distributed by the researcher using a drop and collect 
technique (Saunders et al. 2007).  A drop and collect technique offers the 
opportunity for face-to-face contact with respondents and can lead to a higher 
response rate than postal surveys (Ibeh et al. 2004).  As this study is interested in 
UK tourists’ engagement with climate change, the potential population for this 
research was all residents of the UK.  However, conducting research with a 
representative sample of UK residents would, due to time and cost constraints, 
involve a postal survey.  As postal surveys frequently have response rates below 
20% (Simmons 2008) this raised issues regarding non-response bias.  As a result, a 
decision was made to restrict the population to residents of the Bournemouth (BH) 
postcode area in order to enable the drop and collect method to be used.  Whilst 
this improved the potential response rate for the survey, it had the downside that 
the results of the questionnaire are only strictly generalisable to Bournemouth 
postcode residents (the sample population).  While the results of the questionnaire 
may offer an insight into UK tourists’ awareness and engagement with climate 
change in a holiday context, generalising the results of the survey to all UK tourists 
could be open to question.   
 
4.4.2 Type of investigation 
 
The questionnaire was a cross-sectional study (Saunders et al. 2007), with the data 
collected over a four-week period in October 2010.  This autumnal period for data 
collection was chosen as it is one of the low seasons for international holidays.  As 
the aim of the survey was to collect data on the attitudes and behaviour of UK 
tourists with regards overseas holidays and climate change, the study needed to be 
conducted at a time when these tourists would be at home and available to 
complete the questionnaire.  October was chosen as the data collection period as it 
falls after the busy summer holiday months and thoughts about overseas holidays 
should still be fresh in respondents’ minds.  A cross-sectional approach was 
appropriate for the aim and objectives of this study.  Although a time-series study 
would have enabled the measuring of attitudes and behaviour over time to 
determine whether variables were changing, this was not a requirement of the 
study.  To have conducted a time-series study would have involved considerable 
additional time and cost resources.  A time-series approach could not be justified 
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when a cross-sectional study allowed for the aim and objectives of the study to be 
adequately met. 
 
4.4.3 Questionnaire design 
 
The questionnaire was designed in accordance with the principles and guidelines 
set out by Oppenheim (1992) and Gillham (2000) and is a descriptive, rather than 
analytic, survey (Oppenheim 1992).  Following the suggestion of Gillham (2000), 
a small number of open questions were included in the questionnaire.  Even with 
exploratory research prior to the questionnaire, and a detailed literature search, 
there remains considerable scope for genuine discovery from open questions 
(Gillham 2000).  The questions were designed in a logical, developmental order 
(Gillham 2000).  The questions and the response options were based on findings 
from the literature review and the focus group research in Stage One of the study.  
Designing questions based on the responses of focus groups has the advantage of 
the question wording not being made up by the researcher (Oppenheim 1992).  
Conducting focus group research prior to the questionnaire being designed also 
enabled the identification of most of the probable answers to closed questions 
(Gillham 2000).   
 
The questionnaire was organised into six sections: 
 
 Section A contained questions relating to the holidays that the respondents 
had taken in the previous three years 
 Section B investigated respondents’ general awareness of climate change 
impacts 
 Section C contained questions relating to how climate change may or may 
not influence respondents’ holiday decisions 
 Section D investigated respondents’ thoughts and opinions on holidays and 
climate change and the barriers to behavioural change  
 Section E aimed to determine the ways in which respondents’ holiday 
behaviour might change in the future for climate change reasons 
 Section F contained socio-demographic questions 
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The first question in Section A asked respondents if they had ever been on an 
overseas holiday.  This question was included in the questionnaire as a screening 
question.  The study is interested in the views and opinions of international 
tourists.  Respondents that answered that they had never been on an overseas 
holiday were excluded from the analysis.  Respondents that answered no to this 
question were routed to Section B of the questionnaire.  They were not asked to 
stop completing the questionnaire after the first question because this may have 
resulted in some respondents giving a false answer just to avoid having to continue 
with the questionnaire.  Other questions in Section A asked respondents how many 
overseas holidays they had taken in the last 3 years (question 2), which continents 
they had visited (question 3) and what were the modes of transport used to travel to 
the destination (question 4).  These questions were included to provide data on the 
frequency with which overseas holidays were taken by respondents and the 
distances travelled. 
 
Section B investigated awareness and contained two questions that asked for 
respondents’ opinions on the size of the contribution to climate change of various 
items and activities.  Question 5 contained a number of different activities 
associated with everyday lives.  Question 6 contained items directly associated 
with holidays.  In the focus group research, participants were unable to identify any 
holiday related contributions to climate change other than air travel.  The response 
options for questions 5 and 6 were a five point Likert scale with the choice of very 
large, large, medium, small and very small.  An additional response option of 
‘uncertain’ was also provided.  This ‘uncertain’ option was included as awareness 
of the climate change impacts of holidays was quite low in the focus group 
research.  These questions were included in order to gauge how large respondents’ 
considered the contribution to climate change to be for these various items.  
 
The third section examined the role that thoughts on climate change played in the 
holiday decisions of tourists and addressed the second objective of the research: To 
establish the extent to which climate change impacts feature in the holiday 
decision-making processes of tourists.  Question 7, in Section C, asked respondents 
whether they think about the impacts their holidays might have on climate change 
when planning their holidays.  Those respondents that answered that they did think 
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about climate change impacts when planning their holidays were asked to explain 
how exactly these thoughts influence their holiday planning in an open question 
(question 8).  Respondents that answered no to question 7 were asked to give their 
levels of agreement (on a five point Likert scale) to a number of statements relating 
to the climate change impacts of holidays (question 9). 
 
Section D contained four questions, each of which consisted of a number of 
statements that respondents were asked to state their level of agreement with, based 
on a five point Likert scale with response options strongly agree, agree, uncertain, 
disagree, and strongly disagree.  Question 10 contained statements that measured 
attitudes towards changing holiday behaviour for climate change reasons.  
Question 11 contained statements measuring the structural barriers to behavioural 
change, whilst questions 12 and 13 contained statements relating to the internal and 
external barriers to action.  The wording of the statements in questions 11, 12 and 
13 were heavily influenced by the engagement with climate change literature 
reviewed in Chapter 3, and the findings of the focus group research.  The decision 
to divide the barriers to action into internal, external and structural constraints was 
based on the theoretical underpinning of the Social Practices Model (Spaargaren 
2003) and the strength of the structural barriers revealed in the focus groups. 
 
The wording of questions can have a major effect on answers (Gillham 2000).  
Attitudinal questions are particularly sensitive to question wording.  Oppenheim 
(1992) recommends that single questions should not be relied upon when attitudes 
that are most important to the study are being measured.  For these reasons, a 
minimum of two statements were included for each of the barriers to action in 
engaging with climate change being investigated in questions 11, 12 and 13.  
When writing attitude statements, Oppenheim (1992) recommends selecting some 
of the more contentiously worded statements of opinion from prior qualitative 
research, as attitudes are emotional and attitude statements should reflect these 
strong feelings.  The attitude statements were designed so that there was a balance 
of positively and negatively worded statements and they were placed in a 
scrambled order so that statements belonging to the same barrier to action did not 
necessarily follow each other (Oppenheim 1992). 
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In questions 14 and 15, in Section E, a list of actions were presented and 
respondents were asked to state whether each action was something they already 
do, something they intend to do in the future, or if it is something they do not 
intend to do.  The actions in question 14 all related to changes in holiday taking 
behaviour to reduce impacts on climate change.  Question 15 contained actions 
connected with everyday living around the home that involved reducing impacts on 
climate change or having less environmental impacts.  Previous research (Böhler et 
al. 2006; Becken 2007; Bergin-Seers and Mair 2009; Barr et al. 2010) has found 
that some individuals are relatively comfortable with participating in 
environmental behaviours in and around the home but are less prepared to do so in 
a holiday situation.  These questions were included to examine whether the 
respondents in this research showed consistently more positive intentions to act in 
their home life compared with their holidays.  Statements of intent regarding future 
behaviour often lack validity when compared with subsequent events (Oppenheim 
1992).  Bryman (2008) also suggests that questionnaire research can sometimes 
fail to accurately record people’s behaviour.  Although these potential issues were 
acknowledged, questions relating to current behaviour and future intentions were 
still included in the questionnaire as they had the potential to provide valuable 
information on how holiday behaviour may change in the future for climate change 
reasons.  The final question in this section (question 16) was an open question that 
invited respondents to add any comments they wished to make.  
 
Section F, the final part of the questionnaire, consisted of demographic questions.  
Personal data questions were placed at the end of the questionnaire, as 
recommended by Oppenheim (1992) and were preceded by a short explanation to 
respondents as to why they were being included. 
 
There was a specific justification for each question included in the questionnaire.  
The key objective of the questions was to provide answers that would meet the 
objectives of the study.  Table 4.2 shows how the questions in the survey addressed 
the objectives of this research study. 
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Table 4.2: Research objectives and the corresponding questions in the survey 
 
Research Objective 
 
Question Addressing the Objective 
1. To identify the levels of awareness amongst 
tourists of the impacts holidays have on climate 
change. 
Questions: 5, 6 
 
 
2. To establish the extent to which climate 
change impacts feature in the holiday decision-
making processes of tourists. 
Questions: 7, 8, 9 
 
 
3. To explore the attitudes of tourists towards 
climate change and changing holiday 
behaviour. 
Questions: 10, 11, 12, 13 
 
 
4. To identify the behavioural changes that 
tourists are engaging with in a holiday context 
to reduce their individual impacts on climate 
change. 
Question: 14 
 
 
 
5. To analyse the major barriers to tourists 
adopting less carbon-intensive holiday practices 
and to determine which barriers are more 
salient for different groups of the population. 
Questions: 11, 12, 13 
 
 
 
6. To develop a conceptual framework of the 
most salient barriers to behavioural change. 
Questions: 11, 12, 13 
 
 Questions 1, 2, 3, 4 were included in 
the questionnaire in order to obtain 
data on past holiday taking. 
 Question 15 asked respondents what 
behavioural changes to their everyday 
activities around the home they were 
engaging in for climate change 
reasons.  This was included so 
changes to holiday behaviour could be 
compared. 
 Question 16 was an open question 
included to enable any additional 
comments respondents wished to 
make. 
 Questions 17, 18, 19, 20, 21 captured 
socio-demographic information. 
 
 
4.4.4 Sampling 
 
A probability sampling technique was used to draw a representative sample from 
the Bournemouth (BH) postcode area.  Every member of this population had a 
statistically equal chance of being selected (Creswell 2009).  The sampling frame 
for any probability sample is a complete list of all the cases in the population from 
which your sample will be drawn (Saunders et al. 2007).  The completeness of the 
sampling frame is very important as an incomplete sampling frame may result in a 
sample not being representative of the total population.  The sampling frame for 
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this study is all residential addresses in the BH postcode area and it was accessed 
using the Royal Mail Postcode Address File.  Since the 1980s, the Postcode 
Address File has been the sampling frame of choice for the majority of national 
and large-scale probability samples in the UK (Arber 2001).  The Postcode 
Address File is the most up-to-date and complete address database in the UK 
(Royal Mail 2010).  It has advantages over the Electoral Register (alternative 
sampling frame) in that it is updated more regularly and has a more complete 
coverage (Wilson and Elliot 1987; Lynn and Taylor 1995).  According to Arber 
(2001), the sampling frame used by researchers is the ‘Small User File’, which lists 
addresses normally receiving less than 25 items of mail per day.  Any residential 
addresses receiving more than 25 items of post a day will be excluded from the 
sampling frame.  In addition, approximately 10 per cent are non-residential 
addresses, such as shops and small businesses (Arber 2001), and these were 
excluded from the sample.   
 
There are 26 postcode districts in the Bournemouth (BH) postcode area.  The 
Bournemouth postcode area covers the towns of Bournemouth, Broadstone, 
Christchurch, Ferndown, New Milton, Poole, Ringwood, Swanage, Verwood, 
Wareham and Wimborne, and includes urban and rural areas.  Individual postcodes 
from each of these 26 sectors were randomly generated by the Market Research 
Group in the School of Tourism at Bournemouth University.  The Market Research 
Group is a licence holder of the Royal Mail’s Postcode Address File.  The number 
of postcodes randomly generated for each postcode district ranged between one 
and three, with the aim of creating a sample of 1,500 residential addresses.  Care 
homes, hospitals, halls of residence and other institutions were excluded from the 
survey, and these addresses were removed from the sample.  In total, 1,515 
residential addresses were generated.  A clustered sampling design was used 
whereby all residential addresses in each randomly generated postcode were 
selected to form part of the sample.  A clustered sample is still a representative 
sample (Oppenheim 1992).  The decision was made to cluster all residential 
addresses within each postcode, rather than generate 1,500 individual random 
addresses, because the time needed for data collection increases markedly for drop 
and collect questionnaires where the samples are geographically dispersed 
(Saunders et al. 2007).  It was not practical for the researcher to drop and collect 
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questionnaires at 1,500 individual addresses scattered over such a wide area.  In 
total, 59 postcodes were randomly generated across the 26 postcode districts and, 
thus, there were 59 sample points to travel to rather than 1,500.  The random 
sample of addresses generated from the Royal Mail Postcode Address File was 
exported to a Microsoft Excel file.  This Excel file had the full address of each 
residence belonging to each individual postcode.  All addresses belonging to each 
postcode were grouped together in the file in chronological/alphabetical order. 
 
In terms of deciding the appropriate sample size, it is a matter of judgement as well 
as of calculation (Saunders et al. 2007).  Sekaran (2003) provides a table with 
suggested sample sizes for different size populations.  For a population of 75,000 
the suggested sample size is 383, while the suggested sample size for a population 
of 1,000,000 is 384.  The Bournemouth (BH) postcode area falls between 75,000 
and 1,000,000.   In order to carry out factor analysis, Tabachnick and Fidell (1996) 
suggest a sample size of at least 300.  Taking these findings into account, the target 
sample size for this study was set at 400. 
 
4.4.5 Pilot 
 
Before the questionnaire was piloted, a pre-test was undertaken with 12 colleagues 
and friends.  The colleagues and friends were sent a copy of the draft questionnaire 
and a feedback form (see Appendix 4.2 for a copy of the draft questionnaire and 
Appendix 4.3 for the feedback form).  The feedback form asked those taking part 
to time how long the questionnaire took to complete.  The average time taken to 
complete the questionnaire was 14 minutes.  Colleagues and friends were asked to 
report any questions or response options that were unclear, to identify any mistakes 
in the questionnaire, and to provide any suggestions for improving the 
questionnaire.  As a result of the feedback, an additional response option was 
added to questions 5 and 6.  The scale for the statements in these two questions 
was improved by adding a ‘medium’ contribution option.  One of the items relating 
to the perceived contribution to climate change in question 6 (Activities engaged in 
on holiday) was removed from the questionnaire after the pre-test.  ‘Activities 
engaged in on holiday’ was viewed as being too broad an item and, thus, made it 
difficult for respondents to answer.  One friend commented that “Walking would 
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not contribute to climate change but jet skiing would”.  Following the suggestion 
by a number of friends that the battery of attitude statements in question 12 was 
too long for one question, the statements were split into two questions and an extra 
question was added to the questionnaire.  Overall, the feedback was very positive 
and colleagues and friends reported finding the questionnaire both interesting and 
thought provoking. 
 
Following amendments to the questionnaire after the pre-test, and after further 
revision of the survey, a formal pilot was carried out to validate the survey 
instrument.  Oppenheim (1992) argues that it is essential to pilot every question, 
question sequence, scale, answer category, and respondent instruction.  A copy of 
the piloted questionnaire is in Appendix 4.4.  The questionnaire was piloted in two 
BH postcode districts, which were selected purposively for their convenience.  
Questionnaires were delivered to 30 residential addresses in Durrington Road 
(BH7) and 30 addresses in Kingswell Road (BH10).  A cover letter was designed 
to accompany the questionnaire (see Appendix 4.5).  The cover letter provided 
information on the research study being conducted and guidance on completing the 
questionnaire.  The collection method for the questionnaire was also explained in 
the letter.  Respondents were told that the researcher would be returning to collect 
the questionnaire in 3 days time and asked them to leave the completed 
questionnaire in a plastic bag on their doorstep if they did not wish to be disturbed. 
 
The questionnaires were delivered on 7
th
 September 2010 and collected 3 days 
later on Friday 10
th
 September 2010.  The delivery of questionnaires commenced 
from house number 1 on both streets and then every house was delivered to in 
chronological order until 30 questionnaires had been delivered in each road.  The 
door bell was rung at each house and if an occupant was home then the 
questionnaire was explained to them.  A covering letter and a copy of the 
questionnaire were given to each occupant.  A considerable proportion of 
occupants (35%) spoken to at their door declined to take part in the survey.  At 
houses where there was no one home, the covering letter and questionnaire were 
posted through the letterbox. 
 
97 
 
Collection of the questionnaires took place 3 days later.  Out of the 60 households 
where a questionnaire had been delivered, a total of 27 questionnaires were 
collected, of which 26 had been filled in completely and one had been left entirely 
blank.  At houses where no questionnaire had been left on the doorstep or inside 
the porch, the researcher rang the door bell.  The occupant was asked whether they 
had seen the questionnaire that was delivered a few days earlier.  A reminder letter 
(see Appendix 4.6) and stamped addressed envelope were handed to 6 occupants.  
A further 3 occupants declined to take part in the survey.  At houses where there 
was no questionnaire left on the doorstep and no one answered the door bell on 
collection, a reminder letter and a stamped addressed envelope were posted 
through the letterbox. 
 
In total, 60 questionnaires were delivered in the pilot study.  Of these 60 
questionnaires, 26 completed forms were collected from the doorstep and a further 
9 were returned by post in the stamped addressed envelopes.  There were 12 
houses where the occupant declined to take part in the survey, thus 72 residential 
addresses in total took part in the pilot.  The response rate for the drop and collect 
with additional return by post method was 48.6%.  If this response rate were to be 
indicative of what might be expected from the whole BH postcode area, then the 
number of residential addresses required from the Royal Mail’s Postcode Address 
File to generate a sample of 400 completed questionnaires would be 824.  Using 
the proposed 1,500 residential addresses would, based on a response rate of 48.6%, 
produce 729 completed questionnaires.  This is almost double the target sample 
size.  However, the two roads where the pilot study took place were purposively 
sampled for their convenience as they were close to the researcher’s home.  The 
houses sampled were in reasonably affluent areas and were mainly detached 
properties.  They are not necessarily representative of the overall housing stock in 
the BH postcode area.  For this reason the researcher felt that a response rate of 
almost 50% could not be guaranteed in the main survey.  The decision was taken to 
adhere to the original plan of 1,500 residential addresses for the main survey, even 
though this could lead to an achieved sample greater than the 400 target. 
 
One of the main observations derived from the pilot study concerned the number of 
people spoken to at the door who were suspicious of the questionnaire and 
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reluctant to speak to the researcher.  The majority of occupants that accepted the 
questionnaire appeared to do so with hesitation, and very few of them allowed the 
researcher time to explain what the research was about.  This appeared to be a 
result of a general distrust of people knocking at the door, rather than anything to 
do with the researcher’s appearance or the nature of the research being undertaken.  
There was also a reasonably high refusal rate at the door to take part in the 
research.  Most people who refused the questionnaire did so immediately and 
before an opportunity were given to tell them about the study.  Of the 34 addresses 
where someone was home when the researcher delivered the questionnaire, 12 
households declined the questionnaire (35%).   
 
Analysis of the pilot study revealed that the response rate for the collection of 
questionnaires at addresses where someone was home when the questionnaire was 
delivered was 32.4%, but the response rate for addresses where no one was home 
on delivery and the questionnaire was posted through the letterbox was 39.5%.  
Although this does not take into account subsequent questionnaires received by 
post, it is clear that the response rate was actually higher when no personal contact 
was made with occupants at the door.  The covering letter that accompanied the 
questionnaire was effective in explaining the research and generating interest and 
willingness to complete the survey.  For this reason, it was decided in the main 
survey that the researcher would hand deliver each questionnaire by posting it 
through the letterbox of each identified address in the sample.  The researcher 
would not knock on the door of each household and attempt to explain the 
questionnaire and the study, as had been the case in the pilot.  On collection of the 
questionnaire in the main survey, the decision was made to ring the bell and 
attempt to speak to the occupant if they had not left a questionnaire on the 
doorstep.  This method of contact worked well in the pilot and occupants were less 
suspicious or unwilling to engage when they were already aware of the study 
having read the initial covering letter.  In addition, the time taken for delivery of 
the questionnaires was much quicker when they were posted through the letterbox 
compared with ringing the bell and then waiting to talk to the occupant.  This time 
saving benefit was another reason for selecting to hand deliver the questionnaires 
without knocking on occupants’ doors, in addition to the higher response rate for 
this method. 
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The data from the questionnaires collected from doorsteps and returned in the post 
were entered into Version 19 of the Statistical Package for Social Sciences (SPSS) 
software.  It was important to check whether the questions were being understood 
correctly by respondents (Gillham 2000).  Analysis of the pilot data showed that all 
the questions, with the exception of one, had a wide distribution of responses.  In 
question 11, all the respondents answered either ‘Strongly Agree’ or ‘Agree’ to the 
question ‘Flying is the fastest way to travel to overseas holiday destinations’.  
There were no questions that were frequently unanswered or had ‘Uncertain’ 
regularly ticked.  The routing in the questionnaire worked and was correctly 
followed by respondents.  The instructions accompanying the questions were also 
followed and respondents ticked only one box in the questions they were supposed 
to and ticked more than one box in the questions where this was permitted.  Two 
small modifications were made to the questionnaire following analysis of the pilot.  
In question 3, which asked about the main method of travel to overseas holiday 
destinations, three respondents wrote ‘Cruise ship’ in the ‘Other’ box.  As a result, 
‘Cruise ship’ was added as a response option in the questionnaire used in the main 
survey.  In question 20, which asked the highest level of education completed, one 
respondent wrote on the questionnaire ‘School certificate’.  As there was not an 
‘Other’ category amongst the response options for this question in the pilot 
questionnaire, this option was added to the questionnaire for the main survey. 
 
4.4.6 Data collection 
 
The questionnaires in the main survey were delivered using a drop and collect 
method refined by the findings of the pilot study.  The same covering letter used in 
the pilot study accompanied the questionnaire.  As recommended by Gillham 
(2000), the cover letter was printed on headed paper, which featured the logo and 
contact details of the School of Tourism at Bournemouth University.  Copies of the 
questionnaire and covering letter can be found in Appendices 4.7 and 4.8.  Using a 
map of the Bournemouth area, postcode districts geographically close to each other 
were grouped together for delivery and collection of the questionnaires in order to 
save time and travel costs.  Individual postcodes and the addresses belonging to 
these postcodes were found using a satellite navigation system and an A-Z street 
map of the Bournemouth area.  The researcher used his own car to deliver and 
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collect the questionnaires.  All of the field research, delivery and collection, was 
undertaken by the researcher without any assistance from other parties. 
 
Delivery of questionnaires took place during the daytime on Mondays, Tuesdays 
and Wednesdays.  Addresses delivered to were then returned to for collection 
exactly three days after delivery on Thursdays, Fridays and Saturdays respectively.  
No delivery or collection was made on Sundays.  Sundays were not used as this 
enabled the delivery and collection approach to have a consistent weekly timetable, 
and because Sundays were considered to be the day of the week that householders 
would least like to be disturbed with the delivery or collection of a questionnaire.  
The first day of delivering the questionnaires was Monday 4
th
 October 2010 and 
the final day of collecting questionnaires from doorsteps was Thursday 28
th
 
October 2010. 
 
On delivery, a questionnaire was placed directly through the letterbox of each 
address belonging to each of the postcodes randomly generated.  As a result of the 
discoveries made in the pilot study, the researcher did not knock on the door or 
ring the bell at the residences visited.  For the vast majority of residential addresses 
this approach worked effectively.  In some cases, particularly the postcode districts 
BH2, BH4 and BH5, the researcher encountered problems gaining access to blocks 
of flats.  Where entry to these buildings was not possible, each individual residence 
within these buildings was mailed a copy of the covering letter, the questionnaire 
and a postage paid return envelope.  The mail was addressed to ‘The Occupier’ as 
although the Royal Mail Postcode Address File provides a full postal address, it 
does not supply the names of people living at the households.  At properties where 
a dog was loose in the garden, the questionnaire was left in a postbox outside the 
property if there was one.  At properties without an external postbox, the 
questionnaire was folded and placed in the gate.  Three properties were building 
sites and not currently lived in, so questionnaires were not delivered to these 
addresses.  The researcher was unable to locate one of the residential addresses in 
the sample.  This address appeared in the Royal Mail Postcode Address File but 
was not found in the actual road when visited.  At a number of houses, occupants 
were outside in the garden.  In these situations, the questionnaire and a brief 
background to the study was explained to the occupant.  Six occupants declined the 
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questionnaire when spoken to in the garden.  In total, 1,505 of the residential 
addresses in the sample of 1,515 were successfully delivered to. 
 
Each residential address was returned to three days after the questionnaire had 
been delivered.  At addresses where the questionnaire had not been left on the 
doorstep or in the porch, the researcher knocked on the door.  If an occupant was 
home, the researcher reminded the occupant about the questionnaire previously 
delivered and provided brief details of the study.  A reminder letter and postage 
paid return envelope were left with the occupant (see Appendix 4.9 for a copy of 
the reminder letter).  A number of spare copies of the questionnaire were carried 
with the researcher in case an occupant informed him that they had mislaid the 
questionnaire.  At properties where the questionnaire had not been left outside and 
no one was home, a reminder letter and postage paid return envelope were posted 
through the letterbox.  A total of 392 completed questionnaires were collected from 
the doorstep of properties.  In addition, 78 blank questionnaires that had not been 
completed and 6 partially completed questionnaires were left out for collection.  A 
further 255 completed questionnaires were returned in the post using the postage 
paid return envelopes.  Nineteen blank questionnaires were also returned in the 
post.  The total number of completed and useable questionnaires collected on the 
doorstep and returned by post was 647. 
 
4.4.7 Data analysis 
 
The collected and returned questionnaires were manually checked to see that they 
had been fully completed.  Questionnaires that were blank or only partially 
completed were excluded from analysis.  Questionnaires in which a respondent had 
not completed single questions, either out of choice or as a result of error, were 
included in the analysis.  The data from the questionnaires was entered into 
Version 19 of SPSS.  As recommended by Tabachnick and Fidell (2001), each 
paper questionnaire was proof read against the SPSS data file after it had been 
entered.  After data entry of all the questionnaires was complete, the data file was 
again checked thoroughly for any errors when inputting the data.  Entries were 
checked to make sure they were all within the range of permitted values.  Where 
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questions had not been answered by respondents, the responses were marked as 
missing values (Gillham 2000). 
 
There are three main types of variable: nominal (or categorical), ordinal and 
interval (Bryman 2008).  Nominal variables comprise categories that have no 
underlying continuum and cannot be ranked in order (Oppenheim 1992).  The 
categories belonging to ordinal variables can be ranked in order, but the distances 
between the categories are not necessarily equal across the range.  Interval 
variables contain the highest level of measurement out of the three types of 
variable (Bryman 2008).  These are variables where the categories can be ranked 
and the distance between categories is identical.  The majority of variables in the 
questionnaire were nominal and interval variables.  Only question 2, which asked 
respondents how many overseas holidays they had taken in the last 3 years, 
contained an interval variable. 
 
The analysis of the data from the questionnaire involves univariate, bivariate and 
multivariate techniques.   
 
 Univariate analysis can be used on all three types of variable: nominal, 
ordinal and interval.  It is the simplest form of quantitative analysis and is 
used on single variables.  Examples of univariate analysis include 
descriptive statistics, measures of central tendency and measures of 
dispersion. 
 Bivariate analysis concerns the analysis of two variables at a time and can 
be used to determine whether the two variables are related.  Bivariate 
analysis can uncover relationships between variables but it is not possible 
to infer causality in the relationship (Bryman 2008).  There are a wide 
range of bivariate techniques.  Bivariate techniques used in this study 
include chi-square tests, Spearman’s rho tests, Mann-Whitney tests and 
Kruskal-Wallis tests. 
 Multivariate analysis explores the connections between three or more 
variables (Bryman 2008).  Multivariate techniques applied to the data in 
this study include factor analysis and cluster analysis. 
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The first stage of data analysis involved using descriptive statistics to provide a 
general description of the data (Gillham 2000; Sarantakos 2005).  Frequency tables 
and, where appropriate, diagrams were generated for each of the questions in the 
survey.  As well as being a useful method for checking for any errors in data entry, 
the descriptive statistics also provided valuable information on the data.  Field 
(2009) recommends looking at the data graphically before running any further 
analysis.  The choice of statistical tests employed in the data analysis was based on 
reflection on the aim and objectives of the study and a thorough preliminary 
exploration of the data (Kinnear and Gray 2010).  Chapter 6 presents descriptive 
statistics relating to the demographic characteristics of the sample and the first four 
objectives of the study. 
 
A number of bivariate techniques were used in the analysis of the data.  These 
techniques involved tests of statistical significance.  A test of statistical 
significance provides an estimate for the confidence that the results of a study, 
based on a randomly selected sample, are generalisable to the population from 
which the sample was drawn (Bryman 2008).  The level of significance for 
rejecting the null hypothesis in this study was set at 0.05.  This is the level of risk 
conventionally taken in social research (Sarantakos 2005; Bryman 2008; Field 
2009).  When the level of significance is set at 0.05, there is a 5% chance that the 
null hypothesis will be rejected when it should in fact be accepted, thus resulting in 
a false conclusion that there is a relationship present in the data when there is not 
actually one in the population from which the sample was taken.  Two-tailed tests 
were selected as directional hypotheses were not made (Field 2009). 
 
The questionnaire contained a number of questions that used Likert scales.  
Following the recommendations of Bryman (2008) and Sarantakos (2005), when 
analysing the results of the questions involving Likert scales, the data was treated 
as ordinal.  According to Field (2009), parametric tests should only be used when 
the assumptions belonging to these tests are met.  As one of the assumptions is that 
data should be at least at the interval level, non-parametric tests were applied.  
However, in order to aid the description of the results, means and standard 
deviations were computed for ordinal variables.  Oppenheim (1992) suggests that 
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this ‘bending of the rules’ is a frequent practice amongst researchers.  The non-
parametric, bivariate techniques used in the data analysis of the survey were: 
 
 Chi-square test: Applied to contingency tables and used to establish 
whether there is a relationship between two variables.  Chi-square tests are 
the most frequently used tests of significance in the social sciences 
(Sarantakos 2005).  The chi-square test of independence is employed when 
two nominal level variables are being studied.  The test compares the 
observed and expected frequencies in each of the cells in the contingency 
table and examines the null hypothesis that the variables are independent of 
each other.  Whether a chi-square test achieves statistical significance 
depends not only on its magnitude but also on the number of degrees of 
freedom (Bryman 2008). 
 
 Spearman’s rho: Designed for use on pairs of ordinal variables, it tests 
whether the two variables are associated (Kinnear and Gray 2010).  
Spearman’s rho is a product-moment, non-parametric correlation 
coefficient which deals with ranks, and measures the strength of linear 
associations between variables (Sarantakos 2005).  The computed value of 
rho can be either positive or negative and will vary between 0 and 1.  The 
closer the value is to 1, the stronger the relationship between the two 
variables, the closer it is to 0, the weaker the relationship.  When the 
coefficient is positive it means that variables change in the same direction 
and when the coefficient is negative the variables move in the opposite 
direction (Sarantakos 2005). 
 
 Mann-Whitney U-test: Used to test for differences between two 
independent groups with different respondents in each group.  The Mann-
Whitney U-test serves the same purpose as a t-test, its parametric 
equivalent (Sarantakos 2005).  The Mann-Whitney test ranks scores from 
lowest to highest.  The group with the lowest mean rank is the group with 
the greater number of lower scores in it, and the group with the highest 
mean rank is the group with the greater number of high scores within it 
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(Field 2009).  As the sample in this study was quite large, the Monte-Carlo 
method was used to estimate significance (Field 2009).  Effect size 
estimates for Mann-Whitney tests were calculated manually using z-scores 
generated in SPSS. 
 
 Kruskal-Wallis H-test: The theory of the Kruskal-Wallis test is similar to 
that of the Mann-Whitney test in that it is based on ranking the entire 
pooled set of observations, but it is used to test for differences between 
three or more independent groups (Rogerson 2001).  The Kruskal-Wallis 
H-test is equivalent to the parametric Simple ANOVA (Sarantakos 2005).  
As with the Mann-Whitney tests, the Monte-Carlo method was used to 
estimate significance due to the large sample size.  A significant result in 
the Kruskal-Wallis test indicates that there is a difference between the 
groups.  However, it does not say how many of the groups differ from each 
other or which groups differ.  In order to ascertain where the differences lie, 
post hoc tests need to be conducted.  In the analysis, Mann-Whitney tests 
were used as post-hoc tests, with a Bonferroni correction made to ensure 
that Type I errors were not inflated (Field 2009). 
 
The multivariate data analysis techniques used in this study were factor analysis 
and cluster analysis.  Both factor analysis and cluster analysis address the 
exploration of underlying structure.  The underlying structure of a group of 
variables is implied by the inter-relationships that exist between them (Breakwell 
et al. 2000).  Factor analysis and cluster analysis were conducted on the statements 
relating to barriers to action in questions 11, 12 and 13 of the questionnaire.  A full 
explanation of how the factor analysis and cluster analysis were undertaken, and 
the justifications for the decisions made are detailed in Chapter 7.  The results and 
implications of both the factor analysis and cluster analysis are also presented in 
Chapter 7.  Below is a brief overview of the two data reduction techniques: 
 
 Factor analysis: A data reduction technique to extract a smaller number of 
latent variables from a data set containing a larger number of correlated 
variables (Rogerson 2001).  As Field (2009, p.639) states:  
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“By reducing a data set from a group of interrelated variables to a smaller 
set of factors, factor analysis achieves parsimony by explaining the 
maximum amount of common variance in a correlation matrix using the 
smallest number of explanatory constructs”.   
 
The data reduction is achieved by identifying variables that correlate highly 
with a group of other variables, but do not correlate with other variables 
outside of that group, thus reducing the variables down to their underlying 
dimensions.   
 
 Cluster analysis: A technique that can be used to identify groups of similar 
cases in data sets (Giles 2002).  The technique differs to factor analysis as it 
is used to cluster people rather than variables (Breakwell et al. 2000).  
Approaches to cluster analysis can be categorised into two broad types; 
hierarchical and non-hierarchical methods.  Non-hierarchical cluster 
analysis begins with an a priori decision on the number of groups to form 
(Rogerson 2001).  As there were no grounds on which to make a decision 
on the number of groups to select prior to the cluster analysis in this study, 
the hierarchical approach was selected.   
 
4.4.8 Ethical considerations 
 
Prior to commencing the pilot study and the main survey, a Bournemouth 
University Ethics Checklist was completed (see Appendix 4.10).  The 
Bournemouth University Research Ethics Code of Practice was consulted before 
filling in the Ethics Checklist. The Ethics Checklist covers a wide range of 
potential ethical issues connected with primary research.  Potential issues that were 
most relevant to this study included: 
 
 Will the research involve prolonged or repetitive testing, or the collection 
of audio, photographic or video materials? 
 Could the research induce psychological stress or anxiety, cause harm or 
have negative consequences for the participants or researcher (beyond the 
risks encountered in normal life)? 
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 Will the study involve discussion of sensitive topics (e.g. sexual activity, 
drug use, criminal activity)? 
 Will it be necessary for the participants to take part in the study without 
their knowledge / consent at the time? 
 Are there problems with the participant’s right to remain anonymous? 
 Might the research involve participants who may lack the capacity to 
decide or to give informed consent to their involvement? 
 
A number of steps were taken to make sure that the potential issues raised in these 
questions did not become a factor for this study.  Following feedback from the pre-
test of the questionnaire, the attitudes statements relating to the barriers to 
behavioural change were separated into three questions, rather than two questions, 
as question 12 was considered to be too long and difficult to complete.  In addition, 
only two statements for each internal and external barrier being tested were 
included in the questionnaire.  Lengthy attitudinal scales common in psychological 
testing were not used in the questionnaire so that respondents would not be subject 
to prolonged or repetitive testing.   
 
The research was not considered to cause stress, harm or anxiety beyond those 
encountered in normal life.  In order to minimise any potential stress or anxiety to 
respondents, the introduction to the research printed on the first page of the 
questionnaire explained that no specific knowledge of climate change was required 
to complete the survey.  This introduction also informed respondents that there 
were no right or wrong answers to the questions, and that all opinions and views 
were important.  The covering letter accompanying the questionnaire informed 
respondents that their address and those neighbouring addresses sharing the same 
postcode had been randomly selected to take part in this study, thereby eliminating 
any suspicion as to how or why they might have received the questionnaire.   
 
The study did not involve the discussion of sensitive topics.  The questionnaire 
consistently focused on the research topic and only questions related to holidays 
and climate change were included.  Section F of the questionnaire asked 
respondents for some socio-demographic information in order to classify the 
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results statistically.  Potentially sensitive questions relating to income, occupation 
and marital status were not asked.  Respondents were asked to give their age from 
a list of age groups rather than writing their actual age in numbers.  Although 
actual ages would have enabled a greater level of statistical analysis, age groups 
were selected as the preferred option as it was possible a high number of people 
may have left this question blank if their actual age in years had been requested. 
 
It is important to obtain the informed consent of respondents taking part in the 
research.  The covering letter that accompanied the questionnaire was designed to 
provide respondents with important background information to the research that 
would enable them to decide whether they wished to participate.  The covering 
letter introduced the researcher and the aims of the research.  The affiliation of the 
study to Bournemouth University was made clear.  The covering letter also 
provided an estimate of the likely time required to complete the survey.  
Respondents were considered to have given their consent to participate in the 
research if, having read the covering letter, they completed the questionnaire and 
either left it on their doorstep for collection or returned it in the post.   
 
With regards to anonymity, the covering letter and the introduction printed on the 
first page of the questionnaire both stated clearly to respondents that the responses 
and answers they provided in their questionnaire would be kept completely 
confidential and anonymous.  The questionnaire did not ask for the name of the 
respondent and there was no method put in place for tracking the residential 
address belonging to each completed questionnaire.  Each questionnaire was 
assigned a number from 1 to 647 based on the order in which it was collected or 
returned in the post.  This number was the only identifier used when entering the 
data into SPSS.   
 
Steps were taken to limit the possibility of people who might lack the capacity to 
decide or to give informed consent to their involvement from taking part in the 
study.  Residential addresses such as hospitals, care homes and retirement homes 
were excluded from the sample, so as to reduce the probability of vulnerable 
members of society being asked to participate.  The covering letter asked for the 
adult in the household with the next birthday to complete the questionnaire.  It was 
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important that adults, rather than children, completed the questionnaire as there 
could have been issues generated regarding consent had children been allowed to 
complete the questionnaire.  The lowest age group listed in question 18 was ‘16-
24’, further emphasising that children should not be completing the questionnaire. 
  
4.4.9 Health and safety issues 
 
A Bournemouth University Risk Assessment form was completed prior to the pilot 
or main survey taking place (see Appendix 4.11).  Potential risks were identified in 
advance and actions were taken to minimise these safety issues.  The delivery and 
collection of questionnaires took place in daylight hours.  This not only resulted in 
a reduced safety risk for the researcher when visiting residential addresses, it also 
reduced the risk involved in driving to the various postcode locations.  The 
researcher took particular care to concentrate whilst driving and to make sure he 
was not distracted by thoughts about the delivery or collection process taking 
place.  Plenty of time was allowed each day for delivery and collection so that 
there was no need to rush whilst driving.  The researcher intentionally avoided 
entering the homes of respondents on delivery or collection of the questionnaires, 
as this could have created a potential safety risk.  The decision was made in 
advance that gardens where a dog was loose in the grounds would not be entered.  
Caution was taken when posting the questionnaire through letterboxes where a dog 
could be seen or heard inside the property.  A log of the researcher’s daily 
movements was left with a friend.  The researcher checked-in with this person 
before leaving home and again on returning home after completing the delivery or 
collection each day field work took place.  The log contained information on the 
addresses the researcher would be visiting that day and the order in which the 
postcodes were being travelled to. 
 
4.4.10 Limitations 
 
There are a number of limitations to the quantitative research undertaken in this 
study.  The covering letter asked for the adult with the next birthday in each 
household to complete the questionnaire.  There is no way of verifying whether 
this request was adhered to.  It is possible that this request may have been ignored 
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in some instances and that the householder that had the most available spare time 
or that was most interested in the research may have completed the questionnaire.  
In instances where access to blocks of flats was not possible, questionnaires were 
mailed to the individual addresses.  This resulted in a different delivery and 
collection method for these addresses compared with the rest of the sample.   
 
Due to the nature of the research topic there was potential for social desirability 
bias or prestige bias (Sterngold et al. 1994; Chung and Monroe 2003) in the 
responses to some of the questions.  In particular, Questions 14 and 15 asked 
respondents to report their actions and future intentions with regards to a number 
of pro-environmental behaviours around the home and behaviours associated with 
reducing the climate change impacts of their holidays.  Efforts were made to 
reduce potential social desirability bias by wording questions in a way that low 
prestige answers were equally possible and by reminding respondents in both the 
questionnaire and the covering letter that there were no right or wrong answers to 
the questions (Oppenheim 1992).  Although the design of the questionnaire was 
informed by prior focus group research, the use of closed questions with a limited 
number of response options may create bias (Oppenheim 1992).  The questions 
designed to examine respondents’ awareness of the impacts of holidays on climate 
change may have inadvertently contributed to or created awareness.  By having 
closed response options to questions 5 and 6, respondents were made aware of 
potential contributing factors to climate change, even if they did not already 
possess this awareness.  Some of the questions in the questionnaire that related to 
the number of overseas holidays taken in the last 3 years, the continents visited 
during this period and the main modes of transport used to travel to destinations 
relied on the accurate recall and memory of respondents.  This could have resulted 
in errors in the answers provided to these questions by respondents. 
 
Two of the most important criteria for the evaluation of research are validity and 
reliability.  Validity is “the property of a research instrument that measures its 
relevance, precision and accuracy” (Sarantakos 2005, p.83).  As a result of the 
latent nature of the variables measured in social research, there is an inference 
involved in the items that are responded to and the constructs being measured 
making assessment of the validity of a questionnaire a difficult task (Punch 2005).  
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Internal validity checks are used to ensure that the results of the research have not 
been affected by the research design in terms of the instruments and procedures 
utilised (Sarantakos 2005).  Internal validity of the questionnaire can be 
ascertained by checking against empirical evidence.  In this study, validation of the 
questionnaire has been ensured by the use of qualitative focus group research in its 
design and by comparing the results of the questionnaire with the findings of 
previous studies identified in the literature review.  External validity refers to the 
extent to which the results of a research study can be generalised beyond the 
specific research context (Bryman 2008).  External validity can be put at risk by 
the sampling method used (Sarantakos 2005).  In this study, a probability sampling 
technique was used to draw a representative sample.  The sampling frame 
employed was all residential addresses in the Bournemouth (BH) postcode area 
and was accessed using the Royal Mail Postcode Address File, which is the most 
up-to-date and complete address database in the UK (Royal Mail 2010).  Although 
the sampling method and sampling frame were robust, a limitation of the study is 
that the findings of the research are only strictly generalisable to the Bournemouth 
postcode population.  The results are not necessarily representative of the UK 
population.  However, there is no specific reason to believe that the findings of this 
research are not indicative of UK tourists in general. 
 
Reliability is concerned with the question of whether the same results of a research 
study can be produced if the study is repeated (Bryman 2008).  The purpose of 
reliability testing is to ensure that the instruments being used are robust and not 
sensitive to changes in the researcher, the respondent or the research condition 
(Sarantakos 2005).  Bryman (2008) states there are three prominent factors to 
consider when deciding whether a measure is reliable: stability, internal reliability 
and inter-observer consistency.  In terms of stability, as the questionnaire was 
designed as a cross-sectional study, it was not possible to use the test-retest 
method.  The test-retest method would have involved administering the 
questionnaire on one occasion and then re-administering the same questionnaire to 
the same sample on a further occasion (Punch 2005).  Internal reliability applies to 
multiple-item measures and the most commonly used test is Cronbach’s alpha 
(Bryman 2008).  As the questionnaire in this study did not employ multiple-
indicator measures and aggregate each respondent’s answers in order to form an 
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overall score, Cronbach’s alpha has not been used.  Inter-observer consistency 
refers to situations where considerable subjective judgement is utilised and where 
more than one observer is involved (Bryman 2008).  Inter-observer consistency, 
therefore, is not a relevant concern for this study.   
 
A number of procedures were undertaken, however, to ensure the reliability of the 
questionnaire in this study.  The questionnaire design incorporated the results of 
the focus group research in Stage One of data collection and the findings of the 
literature reviewed.  There were also a number of steps in the testing of the 
questionnaire before the final version was administered.  The researcher made 
amendments to the draft versions of the questionnaire; the questionnaire was then 
pre-tested with 12 colleagues and friends, with further changes being made, before 
the formal pilot study was conducted.  In addition, this chapter sets out a clear 
audit trail of how the quantitative research was conducted, thus enabling other 
researchers to replicate the study. 
 
 
4.5 PRESENTATION OF FINDINGS 
 
The findings from the qualitative and quantitative research stages of the study are 
presented in the following three chapters.  Chapter 5 contains the findings of the 
focus group research and presents an initial conceptual framework of the barriers 
to action in a holidays and climate change context.  Chapter 6 is the first of two 
chapters reporting the findings of the questionnaire survey.  This chapter contains 
data on the demographic characteristics of respondents and presents analysis 
relating to the first four objectives of this research study.  Chapter 7 presents 
analysis of the barriers to tourists engaging with climate change, and includes the 
results of factor analysis and cluster analysis conducted on these barriers to action. 
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CHAPTER 5: FOCUS GROUP RESULTS 
 
 
5.1 INTRODUCTION 
 
As very little research had been conducted on tourists’ awareness and 
understanding of the relationship between holidays and climate change, 
exploratory focus group discussions were undertaken as the first stage of data 
collection.  The focus group research provided rich qualitative data and highlighted 
a number of important factors and variables that were not evident in the limited 
tourism and climate change literature.  This chapter outlines the objectives of the 
focus group research and discusses the key themes that emerged from the analysis 
of the data.  The contribution of the focus group findings to the conceptual 
framework of the barriers to behavioural change is discussed.  A conceptual 
framework is then presented based on the barriers to behavioural change identified 
from the focus group research and the literature review.  Much of this chapter has 
been reported in a journal article (Hares et al. 2010), a copy of which is provided in 
Appendix 5.1.  As this chapter discusses much of the material contained in the 
journal article, due acknowledgement to this article is hereby given. 
 
 
5.2 FOCUS GROUP OBJECTIVES 
 
The rationale for the exploratory focus group research was: 
 
 To provide insight into the first, second, fifth and sixth objectives of the 
overall research study –  
 
1. To identify the levels of awareness amongst tourists of the impacts holidays 
have on climate change. 
2.  To establish the extent to which climate change impacts feature in the 
holiday decision-making processes of tourists. 
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5.  To analyse the major barriers to tourists adopting less carbon-intensive 
holiday practices and to determine which barriers are more salient for 
different groups of the population. 
6.  To develop a conceptual framework of the most salient barriers to 
behavioural change. 
 
 To provide a valuable contextual basis for the development of the 
questionnaire used in Stage Two of the data collection.  The input of the 
focus group findings into the design of the questionnaire survey was 
detailed in Chapter 4. 
 
As stated in Chapter 4, there was no mention of holidays, travel or tourism during 
the recruitment for the focus groups.  Participants were told that the topic of the 
focus group discussions would be climate change and their everyday lives.  In 
addition, the subject of holidays and travel was also not mentioned by the 
moderator in the introduction at the start of the focus groups, with the intention 
being to see whether holidays and travel came up spontaneously in the discussions 
of the participants. 
 
 
5.3 AWARENESS OF THE IMPACTS HOLIDAYS HAVE ON 
CLIMATE CHANGE 
 
The focus group discussions were structured around a topic guide, with questions 
that proceeded from the general to the more specific.  The first part of the 
discussions centred on ascertaining what the participants understood about climate 
change and how they believed their lifestyles might impact on climate change. 
 
5.3.1 Understanding of climate change 
 
When asked about their understanding of climate change, the most dominant top of 
mind response in each of the four groups was for participants to talk about changes 
in weather patterns that they had personally observed in their lifetime.  In 
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particular, milder winters, with very little snowfall over recent years, and wetter 
summers were mentioned.  When it came to understanding and even believing in 
climate change there were mixed responses.  Many of the participants were unsure 
about what climate change is, particularly in the Family Group.  In other groups, 
there was a lot of uncertainty about man’s contribution to climate change through 
the production of greenhouse gases.   
 
“A lot of controversy at the moment … whether or not global warming is 
actually caused by human activity or whether there’s a counter argument 
it’s actually caused by solar flares and things like that … there seems to be 
a lot of completely opposing views” 
Male 4, Professionals Group 
 
A number of participants, particularly in the Retired Group, did not believe that 
climate change was happening.  There was also confusion in all the groups 
between climate change and holes in the ozone layer.   
 
Another theme to come out of this question was that climate change has become a 
very ‘fashionable’ and ‘trendy’ subject.  A number of participants felt that they 
needed to be informed on climate change in order to gain respect from their friends 
and peers. 
 
“I think everyone’s knowledge of it isn’t based on how interested they are 
in exactly what’s happening, it’s based on ‘oh this is cool to know about 
right now’ and so if I know about it … I seem informed and part of things” 
Female 3, Student Group 
 
A number of participants thought it was a good thing that climate change has 
become fashionable with the general public as it helped to raise awareness.  
However, this does raise concerns as to whether people are genuinely concerned 
about global climate change or whether they are showing concern merely as a 
result of social pressures and expectations. 
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Consistent with other recent studies (Anable et al. 2006; Randles and Mander 
2009; Barr et al. 2011), general awareness of climate change was quite high, with 
almost all the participants being familiar with the terms ‘climate change’ and 
‘greenhouse gases’, however in many cases they did not have a strong 
understanding of either the causes of climate change or the role that humans, 
including themselves, are having on the levels of GHGs being released into the 
atmosphere.   
 
5.3.2 Lifestyles and climate change 
 
As the impacts that individuals, including themselves, may have on climate change 
were not mentioned in the preceding discussions, participants were asked to make 
a list of the ways they thought their lifestyles might contribute to climate change.  
The five most frequently mentioned contributions to climate change were: 
 
1.  Car driving 
 2.  Electrical appliances in home 
 3.  Flying 
 4.  Heating home 
 5.  Consumption/disposal of waste 
 
Of particular interest to this research is the fact that flying was the third most 
common response of the participants.  After discussing the items on their lists, 
participants were then asked to make a list of any things they did to reduce their 
impact on climate change.  The five most frequently mentioned actions were: 
 
 1.  Recycling 
 2.  Walking 
 3.  Minimising electricity leakage 
 4.  Don’t use plastic bags 
 5.  Cycling 
 
It is important to mention that many of the participants said that they did these 
things as much for financial reasons as environmental reasons.  Although flying 
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was the third most widely acknowledged impact on climate change, not one 
participant mentioned that they do anything to address this in terms of flying less 
or using alternative transport modes.  Whereas the other contributions, which 
related to home life rather than holidays, were all to some extent countered: car 
driving with walking and cycling; electrical appliances and heating with 
minimising leakage; and consumption/disposal of waste with recycling and not 
using plastic bags.  The Low-Cost High-Cost Model (Diekmann and Preisendörfer 
2003) suggests that environmental concern influences behaviour primarily in 
situations connected with low cost and little inconvenience for individuals.  It is, 
therefore, perhaps unsurprising that the participants in this study report high levels 
of recycling activity (considered a low-cost and low-inconvenience domain in the 
Low-Cost High-Cost Model) but do not report any reductions in their air travel 
(considered a high-cost and high-inconvenience domain in the model). 
 
5.3.3 Holidays and climate change 
 
Following on from these discussions, participants were asked to consider in what 
ways their holidays might impact on climate change.  Travel to and from their 
destination was identified as having the biggest impact.  Flying was referred to in 
particular, partly because most of the participants had already identified flights as a 
significant contributor to climate change, and also because that was the method of 
transport they most frequently used for holidays.   
 
“I guess in terms of climate change, the travel is the only thing I can think 
of” 
Female 6, Professionals Group 
 
“It’s the flight isn’t it … I think that’s quite a big issue” 
Female 3, Family Group 
 
There tended to be long pauses after flights had been discussed as participants 
seemed to struggle to identify other impacts that holidays might have on climate 
change.  After a little prompting, energy and resource wastage at hotels and resorts 
was the next most common theme to emerge, with a number of participants 
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identifying their own behaviour as contributing.  The following quote refers to a 
winter ski holiday taken a few months earlier. 
  
“We leave the heating on twenty four hours a day for five days … we do it 
while we’re away because where we go it’s an all-inclusive” 
Female 1, Family Group 
 
Other participants referred to hotels wasting resources through excessive air 
conditioning and heating, washing bedding and towels every day and leaving lights 
on in corridors all night.  Another theme that emerged was that mass tourism has 
had a considerable impact on the local environment at many popular destinations.   
 
“Certain destinations used to be peaceful little villages, and now they get 
huge amounts of people going over there and ruining what were traditional 
little villages and creating a lot of rubbish, shops and businesses” 
Male 4, Professionals Group 
 
This confusion between the impacts of tourism on global climate change and on 
the local environment of holiday destinations was also encountered by Gössling et 
al. (2006) in their study of tourists’ perceptions of climate change.   
 
The Professionals Group discussed how people are travelling to exotic places and 
trying exotic fruit and vegetables and then demanding them when they get back 
home, resulting in the products being imported by air to be sold in British 
supermarkets.  The importation of fruit and vegetables from these far-flung 
destinations is, as this group argued, directly contributing to climate change 
through increases in food air miles. 
 
“There’s more and more exotic fruit and vegetables which are having to be 
flown because people have experienced it elsewhere and there’s that 
expectation - I want what I’ve had over there” 
Female 2, Professionals Group 
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The most common view expressed in the Retired Group was that their holidays do 
not have any impact on global climate change.  They acknowledged that air travel 
does have an impact on greenhouse gas emissions, but considered the impacts of 
their own individual actions to be inconsequential and thus a negligible effect on 
climate change. 
 
 
5.4 CLIMATE CHANGE IMPACTS AND HOLIDAY DECISION-
MAKING 
 
The second part of the discussion examined the extent to which climate change 
considerations feature in the holiday and travel decision-making processes of the 
focus group participants. 
 
5.4.1 Important factors when planning holidays 
 
As a task in the focus groups, participants were asked to think about the important 
things they considered when planning their last overseas holiday.  The five most 
important factors identified were:  
 
 1.  Price/cost   
 2.  Weather   
 3.  Family and friends 
 4.  Minimal travel time 
 5.  Activities 
 
In all the groups, except the Retired Group, price/cost was the most important 
factor.  Weather was mentioned as the most important factor for the Retired Group, 
and featured prominently in all four of the group discussions.  Family and friends 
was the third most popular factor and included both visiting friends and relatives 
and also going on holiday with groups of friends or extended family.  Minimising 
travel time was important for all the groups, particularly the Family Group.  
Activities, either as the main reason for the holiday, or in terms of the availability 
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of different things you could do at a destination were also mentioned frequently 
across the groups.   
 
In total across the four groups, more than thirty different factors were mentioned as 
important elements considered when planning holidays.  However, climate change, 
or even environmental concerns in general, were not mentioned once.  Even 
though climate change was clearly the main topic of discussion in the focus 
groups, not one of the participants identified climate change as a factor they 
consider when making decisions about their holidays.  This would suggest that the 
focus group participants were not providing socially desirable responses (Sterngold 
et al. 1994).  In a focus group context there is also potential for group bias, 
however, the consistency of this finding across all four groups suggests group bias 
did not play a role. 
 
The absence of any mention of climate change in this task questions whether it is 
conceptually linked to tourism at all.  One of the dominant psychological models 
used in the environment and behaviour field is that of the Theory of Planned 
Behavior (Ajzen 1991).  In this model, attitudes need to be specific to the 
behaviour in question to bring about affect.  These findings imply that climate 
change is not in the attitudinal set of tourism decisions for many people, and 
questions studies that suggest people are prepared to modify their flying behaviour 
in response to climate change.  Earlier in the focus group discussions air travel was 
widely identified as a major contributor to climate change, yet none of the 
participants said that it was a factor they considered when planning their holidays.  
This would suggest that there is an awareness-attitude gap, as opposed to the more 
widely reported attitude-behaviour gap, in a holidays and climate change context.  
Participants in this study were either failing to make the association between flying 
and impacts on climate change when planning their holidays or they were finding 
ways to suppress or dismiss their knowledge of the relationship. 
 
5.4.2 Climate change as a factor 
 
As climate change was not mentioned in the previous discussion, each group was 
specifically asked whether climate change considerations featured in their thoughts 
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and decisions when they planned their holidays.  All but two of the participants 
said that they did not think about climate change at all.  As the following quotes 
illustrate, climate change does not feature in the vast majority of participants’ 
thoughts, even though flying had been widely acknowledged as contributing to 
climate change earlier in the focus groups. 
 
“I might mention it or I might think about it or joke about it, but really 
when it comes down to it if I am doing things that are good for the 
environment like not flying too often its primarily because of the cost 
basically … I could dress it up as being about climate change but it’s the 
fact that I can’t afford flights that are particularly damaging to the 
environment rather than anything else” 
Male 2, Student Group 
 
“I don’t think about it at all … to be honest I never care” 
Male 5, Student Group 
 
“I think people are just not aware of it, only people who are active in the 
care of animals and the trees … to be honest it doesn’t enter my thoughts at 
all” 
Female 2, Family Group 
 
“I don’t find that important for a holiday … I think with the flights they’ve 
made them so cheap now that would just override any climate change 
things” 
Male 1, Family Group 
 
“I have never ever considered climate change with regard to a holiday” 
Male 6, Retired Group 
 
Participants were honest and open about the fact that they do not think about 
climate change when planning their holidays.  They did not display any signs of a 
social compulsion to say that they felt guilty for not thinking about climate change 
or for not changing their holiday behaviour.  Some of the participants even 
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admitted that they do not care about the impacts of holidays and flying on climate 
change (Male 5, Student Group) or that they just do not find this an important 
consideration when planning their holidays (Male 1, Family Group).  
 
Two participants from different groups, both females in their 20s, said that climate 
change considerations were in the back of their mind when planning their holidays.  
Both participants had used carbon offsetting schemes to offset flights, but neither 
did it on a regular basis.  They also stated that climate change considerations did 
not alter their holiday decisions in any additional way. 
 
“I feel a bit guilty about all that and sometimes I do those extra payments 
but I would still go”  
Female 2, Student Group 
 
“It’s definitely in the back of my mind but it wouldn’t stop me going 
somewhere”  
Female 3, Professionals Group 
 
Another participant acknowledges considering climate change when planning day 
trips in the UK but not overseas holidays. 
 
“It is in the back of my mind, not particularly so much when I take the odd 
holiday abroad, but it certainly is on day trips.  I feel by using my car I am 
actually contributing to global warming” 
Male 1, Professionals Group 
 
A number of younger participants in both the Student and Professionals Groups 
expressed a view that climate change was actually making them travel more.  
There was a belief that they should travel as much as possible now, while flights 
are relatively cheap, and before travel is possibly restricted or made more difficult 
in the future due to climate change concerns. 
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“There is more in the media and it does make me think. But it probably 
makes me think I should travel more now because I might not have the 
opportunity … in twenty years you just won’t be able to get to some of the 
places that are really accessible now” 
Female 6, Professionals Group 
 
It is therefore evident that some links are made between tourism and climate 
change but there is much confusion and little impact on behaviour.  The data could 
be seen as suggesting an information deficit.  From this, traditional communication 
models would indicate scope for awareness raising to bring about behavioural 
changes.  However, such an approach is questioned by Randles and Mander (2009) 
who argue that information campaigns alone are unlikely to bring about change 
due to the social embeddedness of practice.  Randles and Mander (2009) are 
supported by the focus group results.  The participants already possessed some 
awareness and understanding of tourism and climate change, however this 
awareness was dissociated from the tourism context when making their holiday 
and travel decisions.  As discussed earlier in Section 5.4.1, there appears to be an 
awareness-attitude gap prevalent with regards climate change and holidays.  Whilst 
participants’ knowledge of the impacts holidays have on climate change was not 
detailed, there was a common understanding that flying contributes significantly to 
climate change, which did not translate through into the holiday planning 
processes.  The following section develops this aspect further through an 
exploration of the barriers to behavioural change. 
 
 
5.5 BARRIERS TO CHANGING HOLIDAY PRACTICES 
 
The final part of the focus groups revolved around a number of questions aimed at 
generating discussion on potential ways that holiday and travel behaviour might 
change in favour of less carbon-intensive tourism practices.  Participants were not 
asked specifically to identify any barriers or obstacles preventing them from 
adjusting their holiday behaviour.  The barriers identified in this analysis were 
derived from the responses and discussions emanating from questions and 
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discussions relating to alternative modes of transport, carbon offsetting schemes, 
potential future travel restrictions and responsible tourism.   
 
5.5.1 Preference for air travel over other transport modes 
 
Strong preferences for air travel over alternative travel modes were expressed in all 
four groups.  Flying was considered the only viable option for most holiday 
destinations and illustrates the extent to which participants were ‘locked-in’ to 
flying (Randles and Mander 2009).  Trains were dismissed as being too slow and 
too expensive.  France was identified as one of the few overseas holiday 
destinations that could be reached by train or ferry.  In discussions about other 
holiday destinations, participants said they would not consider any other modes of 
transport other than flying.   
 
“I did manage to take a train on my previous holiday because that was 
Paris.  So I presume that I saved a little bit compared to flying but in 
general, like everybody says, it’s difficult to avoid flying when you want to 
go on holiday” 
Male 3, Student Group 
 
“It’s a problem being on an island here, the quickest way to get somewhere 
is to fly basically” 
Male 1, Student Group 
 
“It’s cheaper to fly than it is to drive or take the train … and so much 
quicker”  
Female 1, Family Group 
 
Even for holidays within the UK, a number of participants said that they prefer to 
fly, rather than drive or take the train, expressing a view that trains cannot compete 
with planes in terms of price or travel time.  This criticism of alternative modes 
reflects the representation that public transport is poor and needs improving in the 
UK (Dickinson et al. 2009), as the following quote illustrates.     
 
125 
 
“If there was some investment in the infrastructure of the travel routes, for 
example in Japan you get on these bullet trains that run on time and 
obviously they’re carrying a lot more people for the fuel that they use but in 
England especially there is no investment in that kind of thing, so I don’t 
think we look far enough to the future in this country, it’s all very short 
term … if the public transport system had a better infrastructure then we 
might all jump on a speed train to Edinburgh as opposed to sitting on a 
plane or driving” 
Male 3, Professionals Group 
 
The dismissal of alternative transport modes can be conceived as either a structural 
barrier, in the sense that flying is perhaps the only realistic option to reach long-
haul holiday destinations, or a perceived behavioural control barrier (Ajzen 1991) 
in that an individual perceives flying as the only option open to them and therefore 
precludes all other transport options.  The extent to which this is a structural or 
perceived barrier will depend to a great extent on the distance to the destination.  
This can also be interpreted in a social practices perspective as an interaction with 
the resources available where much international tourism is institutionally 
structured around flying.  To increase the availability of different transport modes, 
tourists could choose holiday destinations closer to home.  However, the focus 
group participants in this research, as in Becken (2007), were resistant to changing 
their holiday plans for climate change reasons (see Section 5.5.3). 
 
5.5.2 Habitual flying practices 
 
Many participants also seemed to have an affinity with low-cost airlines.  There 
was a widespread view that they have opened up travel to the masses, making 
overseas holidays accessible and affordable for many.  This perception is 
supported by Nilsson (2009, p126), who states that “To passengers, low-cost 
carriers have reduced fares and improved opportunities to travel”.   Almost all the 
participants in the Student, Family and Professionals Groups claimed that the 
advent of low-cost airlines had enabled them to take more overseas holidays.  
Similar positive views of low-cost air travel were also exhibited by the participants 
in a study by Shaw and Thomas (2006).  Contrarily, a later study by Cohen et al. 
126 
 
(2011) found that some of the tourists in their research held negative valuations of 
frequent holiday air travel, which they associated with the use of low-cost airlines.  
The quotes below, however, reflect the positive attitudes that participants in this 
study held towards low-cost airlines. 
 
“I couldn’t travel without them” 
Male 5, Student Group   
 
“They give accessibility to people to travel at an affordable cost. I think 
back years ago when I was a kid, we never thought of going abroad 
because our family could never afford that, and suddenly everyone can get 
on a plane and go somewhere” 
Female 5, Family Group 
 
“I didn’t get on a plane until I was sixteen, and I think in the last twelve 
years I probably do at least ten journeys on a plane a year now” 
Female 6, Professionals Group 
 
The repeated use of air travel as the preferred transport mode for holiday taking 
could be considered as habitual behaviour for these participants.  Studies show that 
frequent past behaviour can have a significant effect on future behaviour (Ouellette 
and Wood 1998).  The frequency with which the participants of these three groups 
are using low-cost air travel may well act as a barrier to the adoption, or even 
consideration, of alternative transport modes in the future.  Jackson (2005) 
suggests that socially acceptable ways of behaving, such as taking frequent long-
haul holidays and weekend breaks by plane, have become ingrained as 
unconscious habitual behaviours.   
 
In the Retired Group, low-cost airlines were used less compared with the other 
groups, although the participants still flew regularly.  The participants in this group 
preferred what they considered to be the more sociable flight times and comfort 
levels of scheduled airlines.  As this group was also the most affluent, the cost of 
holidays was much less of an issue for them.  Despite preferring scheduled carriers, 
participants in this group still had a very favourable view of low-cost airlines, as 
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they believed low-cost airlines had introduced necessary competition to the 
marketplace and were largely responsible for bringing down the cost of flying in 
general.   
 
“They served a good function in exposing high-cost airlines” 
Male 4, Retired Group 
 
Despite the negative climate change and environmental consequences associated 
with flying, it appears that airlines are held in a positive light by many of the focus 
group participants who took part in this research. 
 
5.5.3 Reluctance to change holiday behaviour 
 
Participants placed a high level of importance on holidays.  There was a strong 
reluctance across all the groups to consider changing their tourism behaviour.  
When the possibility of future quotas limiting the number of flights individuals 
could take in a year was discussed, there was universal disapproval.  Not one 
participant thought that an enforced restriction on flights for climate change 
reasons was acceptable.  The loss of freedom of choice was identified as a reason 
why governments should not restrict their ability to fly. 
 
“I’d feel pretty restricted about personal freedom and things like that, and 
I’m quite sure there are plenty of other ways for a government to do more 
about climate change” 
Female 2, Student Group 
 
“Whatever happened to freedom of the individual, and freedom of choice, 
and all the things that we’re supposed to hold dear?” 
Male 8, Retired Group 
 
In her study of the awareness of aviation’s impact on climate change amongst 
international tourists to New Zealand, Becken (2007) also found that the value of 
freedom to travel is firmly established in the minds of many tourists and that 
restricting this travel is considered unacceptable.   
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The possibility of higher taxes on flights to reflect environmental costs was also 
met with disapproval in this focus group research.  Higher taxes on flights for 
climate change reasons were viewed slightly more favourably than quotas, 
especially by those participants who thought they would be able to afford them and 
hence could continue their travel behaviour.  Similar findings were reported by 
Randles and Mander (2009) and Barr et al. (2010).  One participant in the 
Professionals Group mentioned that an increase in taxes might result in people 
taking fewer holidays of a longer duration.  This idea was scorned upon by the rest 
of the group who still considered this to be an infringement on their personal 
freedom. 
 
As had happened earlier in the discussions, a number of times participants in the 
different focus groups gave spontaneous justifications for their travel behaviour.  
Consistent with the later findings of Cohen and Higham (2011), the cultural and 
social benefits of travel, to individuals and society, were put forward as a reason to 
continue with current holiday behaviour.  As were the economic benefits tourism 
brings to poorer countries. 
 
“I think that travel’s important for people to understand each other’s 
culture … so many social reasons why we need to travel and experience 
different parts of the world” 
Female 3, Student Group 
 
“We’re planning on going to Thailand, to places that were affected by the 
tsunami on Boxing Day, and you know the tourism industry is something 
that will help re-build … in some places where there was poverty tourism 
brings wealth”  
Male 3, Professionals Group 
 
In the Student, Family and Professionals Groups the discussion moved on to 
conversations about ‘dream’ holidays and how it was their financial situations 
rather than climate change concerns which was preventing them from travelling 
even more.  These discussions reflect the discourse of aspirational lifestyles 
associated with flying (Thurlow and Jaworski 2006). 
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“If I could fly to Kenya I would and it would be great. I probably wouldn’t 
really take a moment to think about climate change, I’d be like yeah I’m 
going to Kenya!” 
Female 3, Student Group 
 
“I’m sure that I wouldn’t think of climate change if I got the chance to go 
to Australia. I would not think on no better not … I would love to go” 
Female 3, Family Group 
 
“I think there’s no such thing as a holiday of a lifetime anymore. I think 
everyone’s so well-travelled that people are looking for that new place and 
I think it’s making places that are fairly remote very attractive, but they 
haven’t got the infrastructure to suit that, so it’s being impacted purely for 
our own pleasure. Finding that new place that is untouched by tourism”  
Female 2, Professionals Group 
 
The quotes from Female 3 of the Student Group and Female 3 of the Family Group 
illustrate the passion that tourism can create.  Both participants spoke with 
excitement as they talked about just the prospect of visiting Kenya and Australia 
on holiday one day, not actual holidays they had been on or were in the process of 
planning.  This demonstrates the desire and affection that many people have for 
holidays, and provides further insight into why there is such a strong reluctance to 
change holiday behaviour for climate change reasons. 
 
5.5.4 Responsibility lies with others 
 
There was a belief amongst participants that responsibility for climate change lies 
with others, and is consistent with the findings of Stoll-Kleemann et al. (2001) and 
Lorenzoni et al. (2007).  In all four groups the major contributors to climate change 
were considered to be governments, businesses and other countries.  Very little 
responsibility was seen to lie with individuals in terms of personal contributions to 
climate change.  In addition, when it came to tackling climate change, 
responsibility was again seen to belong to collective bodies rather than individuals.  
Personal responsibility (often referred to as personal norms or moral norms in the 
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socio-psychological behaviour literature) is considered a key variable in 
implementing pro-environmental behaviour (Stern et al. 1999).  The lack of 
personal responsibility displayed by the focus group participants is clearly a barrier 
to adjusting their holiday and travel behaviour in favour of lower carbon options. 
 
The Government featured prominently throughout all four focus groups.  There 
was a common view that the UK Government should practice what they preach.  
Politicians should lead by example, and they cannot expect the general public to 
take climate change seriously when they have big cars, take lots of flights and own 
second homes.   
 
“When you look at the Government and they say they’re putting taxes on 
this for greener that and the other, and they’re still using cars and still 
flying places so they’re not concerned”  
Female 1, Family Group 
 
“If you look at a government collectively and what they could do to help a 
country as a whole be more carbon neutral then I think there’s an awful lot 
more governments could do, in the way they trade, the way they act in 
terms of MPs and second homes” 
Male 2, Professionals Group 
 
There was also considerable scepticism about how serious the UK Government 
were about tackling the causes of climate change, and annoyance that so called 
green taxes were not being used to directly mitigate climate change impacts.  
Similarly, Barr et al. (2010) discovered scepticism of green tourism taxes amongst 
the participants in their study.  There were doubts expressed in the focus groups as 
to whether the Government really wants people to fly less because airport capacity 
is being expanded.  Similar issues of trust concerning government intentions in 
relation to climate change policy were reported by Stoll-Kleemann at al. (2001). 
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“It’s a means of raising taxation. I fully appreciate the impact to the 
environment and everything else but I think there’s an element of how much 
money can we make out of this on the back of climate change” 
Male 2, Professionals Group 
 
Participants also believed that many companies were falsely marketing green 
credentials.  Big business was widely considered to be more responsible for 
climate change than consumers.  Businesses were not doing their fair share in 
addressing climate change and were passing on responsibility to consumers.  
Carbon offsetting schemes were viewed unfavourably because they were deemed 
to place the emphasis on the general public rather than on the airlines ‘who are 
actually adding to the problem’. 
 
“Big companies, they’ve created this society, we’ve had to fit around what 
they’ve put out. They’ve given us cars, they’ve given us cheap flights, 
they’ve given us the heating etcetera” 
Male 1, Family Group 
 
5.5.5 Sense of powerlessness 
 
In the Family and Retired Groups in particular, there was a feeling that the actions 
of one person cannot make a difference.  They considered that any efforts or 
attempts by an individual to reduce their carbon emissions would be insignificant 
in the overall scheme of things.   
 
“As an individual we can do nothing, it doesn’t come on the Richter Scale, 
never … I mean there’s a thousand million in India and more than one and 
a half thousand million in China, we don’t make a mark” 
Male 9, Retired Group 
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“I think the human brain, to be quite honest, cannot possibly envisage what 
is really happening in outer space and time. We’re insects in this enormous 
universe and I think as individuals we’ll have very little effect on what is 
going to happen in the next thousand years” 
Male 7, Retired Group 
 
These participants were exhibiting a strong external locus of control (Cleveland et 
al. 2005), whereby they considered that any efforts they made as individuals to 
reduce their carbon emissions would be insignificant in the global context.  Male 9 
compares the impacts of an individual with the collective impacts of citizens living 
in countries with populations in excess of a billion and uses this as an example of 
how the actions of one person cannot make a difference.  Instead of making a 
comparison with huge populations, Male 7 identifies time as the impenetrable 
barrier preventing the actions of an individual from having a positive effect on 
anthropogenic climate change in the long-term.  This sense of powerlessness is 
viewed by Stoll-Kleemann et al. (2001) as a denial mechanism to avoid personal 
responsibility.   
 
5.5.6 Social dilemmas 
 
Social dilemmas, the conflict between self-interest and the common good, were 
evident across all four groups.  Participants questioned changing their holiday 
behaviour when other people were not prepared to change theirs, using the lack of 
action by others to justify inactivity (Anable et al. 2006; Shaw and Thomas 2006; 
Randles and Mander 2009).  These comments referred to the behaviour of other 
people and the behaviour of other countries.  Tackling climate change was seen as 
a very Western European thing with America, China, India, Eastern Europe and 
developing countries all being criticised for not doing enough with regards climate 
change. 
 
“If we don’t fly somebody else will” 
Male 7, Retired Group 
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“That’s the difficulty if it’s just one country seen to do X and Y to make a 
difference … there are still a lot of countries who are far behind us and I 
think it would seem a bit unfair if we have things imposed on us where 
others won’t” 
Female 6, Professionals Group 
 
“You’ve only got to drive past a power station in Eastern Europe, or dare I 
say Spain and Italy, to realise if they’re not going to play why should we”  
Male 3, Retired Group 
 
“That was aptly put by my wife. She said when they turn the lights off in 
Las Vegas then she’ll believe it. And as they haven’t done, she doesn’t 
believe it” 
Male 9, Retired Group 
 
Whilst Male 7 from the Retired Group offered a more general opinion on the 
actions of others, Male 3 and Male 9 from the Retired Group emphasise their 
knowledge by giving very specific examples of how they believe other countries 
are not reacting to the threat of global climate change.  Male 3 spoke as if he had 
first-hand experience of witnessing power stations in Eastern Europe, Spain and 
Italy.  Female 6 from the Professionals Group did not specify the actions of any 
particular country, but spoke with some authority as if she had knowledge of how 
climate change is treated in different countries around the world. 
 
 
5.6 DEVELOPMENT OF CONCEPTUAL FRAMEWORK OF 
THE BARRIERS TO BEHAVIOURAL CHANGE 
 
The focus group discussions revealed a number of barriers to action preventing 
tourists from changing their behaviour and engaging more fully with the climate 
change impacts of holidays.  When relating the barriers found in the focus groups 
to the barriers identified in the literature, a number of commonalities are clear.  
Whilst the focus group research highlighted a number of barriers specific to 
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holidays and air travel, which provide valuable knowledge to the tourism and 
climate change context, these can be viewed as similar to some of the more general 
barriers to climate change engagement from the literature.  ‘Preference for air 
travel over other transport modes’ encompasses the two external barriers 
‘Situational factors’ and ‘Instrumental factors’ found in the literature.  In Section 
5.5.1, participants argued that flying is the only realistic travel option for many 
overseas holiday destinations, whilst also stating that alternative transport modes 
are not competitive with flying in terms of price and travel time.  The ‘Habitual 
flying practices’ barrier identified in the focus groups is similar to the more general 
barrier of ‘Habits and past behaviour’ reported in the literature.  The ‘Reluctance to 
change holiday behaviour’ barrier is comparable with the ‘Reluctance to change 
lifestyles/freedom of choice’ barrier in the literature. 
 
In the focus group research, participants identified a number of different bodies 
that they considered to be more responsible for dealing with the consequences of 
climate change than themselves.  These included the Government and businesses 
in the tourism industry.  Participants were reluctant to accept personal 
responsibility for tackling climate change.  Therefore, the ‘Responsibility lies with 
others’ barrier from the focus groups can be seen to encompass three separate 
barriers identified in the literature: ‘Denial of personal responsibility/blaming 
others’, ‘Lack of political action’ and ‘Lack of action by business and industry’.  
The focus group research identified a ‘Sense of powerlessness’, whilst ‘Self-
efficacy/locus of control’ was a barrier proposed in the literature.  ‘Social 
dilemmas’ as a barrier were present in both the focus groups and the literature. 
 
One of the barriers identified from the literature is ‘Lack of 
knowledge/uncertainty/scepticism of climate change’.  In this respect, the low level 
of awareness and understanding of tourism’s impact on climate change displayed 
by many of the participants in the focus groups (discussed in Section 5.3.1) can 
also be viewed as a form of barrier to behavioural change.   
 
The barriers discovered in the focus groups were important as they helped to 
identify the constraints that are particularly relevant for holidays and climate 
change.  By combining these barriers with the barriers from the literature, a set of 
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potential barriers were defined that could then be further tested in the questionnaire 
in Stage Two of the data collection.  Table 5.1 shows the barriers from the focus 
groups, the barriers from the literature and the merged barriers that were tested in 
the questionnaire survey. 
 
Table 5.1: Barriers to behavioural change identified from the focus groups 
and the literature 
 
Barriers identified from 
Focus Groups 
Barriers identified from 
Literature 
 
Merged barriers from 
focus groups and 
literature 
 Internal:  
Lack of detailed knowledge 
on climate change and 
holidays 
Lack of knowledge/ 
uncertainty/ scepticism of 
climate change 
Lack of knowledge about 
climate change 
 Lack of environmental 
values and attitudes 
Lack of environmental 
values 
Responsibility lies with 
others 
Denial of personal 
responsibility/ blaming 
others 
Denial of personal 
responsibility 
Reluctance to change 
holiday behaviour 
Reluctance to change 
lifestyles /freedom of choice 
Reluctance to change 
holiday lifestyles 
Sense of powerlessness 
 
Self-efficacy/ locus of 
control 
Self-efficacy 
 Reliance on technology to 
solve the problem 
Reliance on technology to 
solve the problem 
Habitual flying practices Habits and past behaviour Habits 
 
 Protecting the environment 
in other ways 
Protecting the environment 
in other ways 
 External:  
Government not committed 
 
Lack of political action Lack of political action 
Business/ industry to blame 
 
Lack of action by business 
and industry 
Lack of action by business 
and industry 
Social dilemmas 
 
Social dilemmas/ free-rider 
problem 
Social dilemmas 
 
 Social norms and 
expectation to consume 
Social norms 
Air travel cheaper and faster 
than other transport modes 
Instrumental factors (time, 
cost, convenience etc.) 
Instrumental factors 
No alternative to flying for 
many destinations 
 
Contextual/ situational 
factors 
Situational factors 
 
 
 
The merged barriers from Table 5.1 are presented in an initial conceptual 
framework of the barriers to behavioural change in a climate change and holidays 
context (Figure 5.1).  The conceptual framework in Figure 5.1 is re-evaluated in 
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Chapter 8, where the findings of the questionnaire survey are incorporated in order 
to produce a conceptual framework of the most salient barriers to behavioural 
change based on the qualitative and quantitative research undertaken in this study.  
Whilst previous studies into the barriers to behavioural change in an environmental 
and climate change context (see Chapter 3) have tended to divide constraints into 
internal and external barriers, when it comes to changing holiday behaviour the 
argument is made that the barriers should be divided into three groups: internal, 
external and structural barriers.  In the conceptual framework (Figure 5.1), 
‘Instrumental factors’ and ‘Situational factors’ have been extracted from external 
barriers and placed in their own group titled structural barriers.  The rationale 
behind this decision is that the focus group research showed not only that 
‘Instrumental factors’ and ‘Situational factors’ were both extremely strong barriers 
acting against behavioural change, they are also different in nature to the other 
external barriers in terms of their infrastructural elements and very specific to the 
holidays and climate change context.  For many social practices there exist various 
levels of green provisioning or enabling initiatives that allow the adoption of 
different behaviours (Spaargaren 2003).  These green initiatives may involve 
higher costs in terms of money, time or convenience for an individual but, 
nonetheless, enable them to change their behaviour to benefit the environment.  
When it comes to holidays, and particularly air travel, there are no significant 
levels of green provisioning for travelling to most medium and long-haul 
destinations.  Tourists wishing to visit these holiday destinations have the option of 
flying or not travelling at all.  As a result, the structural barriers associated with 
holidays and climate change presents a specific dilemma in this situation.  From a 
theoretical perspective, the Social Practices Model (Spaargaren 2003) highlights 
the importance of systems of provision (see Chapter 3), placing emphasis on the 
structural constraints in society, and thus provides further justification for 
structural barriers to be distinguished as a separate set of barriers. 
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Figure 5.1 Conceptual framework of the barriers to behavioural change in a 
climate change and holidays context 
 
 
In Figure 5.1, the inner core of the diagram represents the barriers to behavioural 
change in a climate change and holidays context, which are made up by the three 
groups of internal, external and structural constraints.  The next layer contains the 
topic barriers, belonging to these three sets of barriers, which were evident in both 
the focus group research and the literature.  The final layer contains the barriers 
that were only specifically present in the literature, but were still deemed as 
potentially significant and, thus, worthy of testing in the questionnaire survey. 
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5.7 SUMMARY 
 
Whilst the participants in these focus groups had a basic understanding of climate 
change, they generally lacked a more in-depth knowledge.  Nonetheless, flying 
was widely identified as a major cause of climate change.  Although air travel was 
commonly acknowledged as impacting on climate change, participants struggled to 
identify other aspects of holidays that contribute to climate change.  When it comes 
to planning holidays, climate change does not feature in the thoughts or decisions 
of the vast majority of participants even though most of them had identified flying 
as a cause of climate change.  The association between holidays and climate 
change, in the minds of the participants, is either not made when planning holidays 
or is somehow suppressed.   
 
Whilst previous studies suggest an attitude-behaviour gap in relation to 
environmental issues this focus group research would suggest that, in the case of 
holidays and international travel, there is an awareness-attitude gap rather than an 
attitude-behaviour gap.  As stated in the previous paragraph, the participants, 
whilst not necessarily having an in-depth knowledge, were aware that air travel has 
a significant detrimental impact on climate change.  However, this awareness did 
not appear to translate into pro-environmental attitudes with regards holidays and 
climate change.  In this respect, attitudes and behaviour were consistent in that 
neither were pro-environmental.  It may be the case that awareness is not leading to 
correlating attitudes, or it may be that behaviour is having a strong influence over 
attitudes in this holiday situation.  As discussed in Chapter 3, Cognitive 
Dissonance Theory (Festinger 1957) suggests that where there are inconsistencies 
between an individual’s attitudes and behaviour resulting in internal feelings of 
distress, the individual will adjust either their attitudes or behaviour to reduce this 
discrepancy.  As the participants were reluctant to change their travel behaviour, it 
is possible they may have aligned their attitudes towards holidays and climate 
change to be consistent with their behaviour.  This links to the suggestion that air 
travel has become embedded in contemporary lifestyles (Randles and Mander 
2009; Cohen et al. 2011).  Therefore, people employ a variety of denial 
mechanisms (Stoll-Kleeman et al. 2001) to justify continued flights. 
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The focus group research identified a number of barriers to action preventing 
behavioural change, and that also contribute to maintaining the awareness-attitude 
gap amongst tourists.  These barriers to action have been compared with the 
barriers discovered in previous studies to produce a list of the potentially most 
relevant barriers to this study (see Table 5.1).  These barriers were presented 
graphically in a conceptual framework of the barriers to behavioural change 
(Figure 5.1).  A revised conceptual framework of the most salient barriers to 
behavioural change, incorporating the findings of the questionnaire survey, is 
provided in Chapter 8.  The following two chapters present the findings of the 
questionnaire survey conducted in Stage Two of the data collection. 
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CHAPTER 6: AWARENESS OF AND ATTITUDES 
TOWARDS HOLIDAYS AND CLIMATE CHANGE 
 
 
6.1 INTRODUCTION 
 
The results of the questionnaire build on the findings of the focus group research to 
provide a more comprehensive understanding of tourists’ attitudes towards, and 
engagement with, the climate change impacts of holidays.  This chapter is the first 
of two chapters reporting the findings of the questionnaire survey.  The chapter 
begins with descriptive data on the demographic characteristics of the respondents 
and their holiday taking behaviour.  The analysis then focuses on the first four 
objectives of the research.  Respondents’ awareness of the impacts of holidays on 
climate change and the role that climate change considerations play in holiday 
decisions are discussed.  Attitudes towards changing tourism behaviour for climate 
change reasons are then considered followed by an examination of the behavioural 
changes that respondents are currently engaging in. 
 
 
6.2 DEMOGRAPHIC CHARACTERISTICS AND HOLIDAY 
TAKING BEHAVIOUR OF SAMPLE 
 
The questionnaire was completed by 647 respondents.  The returned questionnaires 
were filtered on the first question which asked each respondent whether or not they 
had ever been on an overseas holiday.  In total, 621 respondents (96%) answered 
that they had been on an overseas holiday.  As the research is interested in the 
views and attitudes of tourists, the questionnaires belonging to the 26 respondents 
(4%) who had never been on an overseas holiday were excluded from the data 
analysis. 
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6.2.1 Gender and Age 
 
The sample consisted of 44% males and 56% females.  According to data from the 
2001 Census (ONS 2001a; ONS 2001b), 48% of the resident populations of 
Bournemouth and Poole are male, whilst 52% are female.  This suggests the 
sample slightly under represents men. 
 
The majority of respondents (89%) were over 35 years old.  Only 2% of the sample 
was made up by 16-24 year olds and 9% made up by 25-34 year olds.  The sample 
under represents these lower age groups compared to the age profile of the resident 
populations in Bournemouth and Poole (see Table 6.1).   
 
Table 6.1: Age profile of sample and populations of Bournemouth and Poole 
 
Age Sample % Bournemouth
1
 % Poole
2
 % 
16-24 2 16 11 
25-34 9 17 16 
35-44 20 16 18 
45-54 21 14 16 
55-64 20 12 14 
65-74 15 11 13 
75+ 13 14 13 
 
1
 Age range for Bournemouth local authority area from 2001 Census data (ONS 2001c). 
2
 Age range for Poole local authority area from 2001 Census data (ONS 2001d). 
 
Approximately a third (32%) of respondents stated that there were children living 
in their household. 
 
6.2.2 Education and Working Status 
 
Half of the respondents in the sample have completed post-school qualifications 
(see Figure 6.1), with 13% having completed a Higher National Diploma and 22% 
having completed a university degree.  A further 14% of respondents have a post-
graduate qualification. 
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Figure 6.1: Educational qualifications of respondents 
 
The majority of respondents were in employment, with 38% working full-time and 
a further 19% working part-time.  A third (34%) of the respondents were retired, 
whilst 1% were not employed, 2% were studying and 6% were looking after the 
home full-time.  The high number of retired respondents and low number of 
studying respondents may be a reflection of the fact that the sample is 
overrepresented by 55+ year olds and underrepresented by 16-24 year olds (see 
Section 6.2.1). 
 
6.2.3 Frequency of overseas holidays 
 
In the last 3 years, 21% of respondents (133) indicated that they had not taken any 
overseas holidays in this time period (see Figure 6.2).  The mean number of 
holidays taken in the last 3 years by all respondents is 3.00.  When those 
respondents that have not taken any overseas holidays in the last 3 years are 
excluded, the mean number of overseas holidays taken in this period increases to 
3.84. 
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Figure 6.2: Number of overseas holidays taken by each respondent in the last 
3 years 
 
 
6.2.4 Continents visited on overseas holidays 
 
The mix between long-haul and short-haul holidays is relevant to this research as 
there are fewer alternatives to air travel for inter-continental holidays compared 
with European holidays.  Table 6.2 is based on the 488 respondents that had taken 
at least one overseas holiday in the past 3 years.  Europe is the most widely visited 
holiday destination, with 91% of these respondents having taken an overseas 
holiday there in the last 3 years.  North America is the second most visited 
continent by respondents in the last 3 years. 
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Table 6.2: Continents visited on overseas holidays in the last 3 years 
 
 N % 
Europe 441 91.1 
North America 114 23.6 
Asia 68 14.0 
Africa 62 12.8 
Australasia 37 7.6 
South America 35 7.2 
Antarctica 3 0.6 
 
 
6.2.5 Transport used to travel to holiday destination 
 
Air travel is the most widely used method of transport (Table 6.3).  When 
respondents that have not taken an overseas holiday in the last 3 years are included, 
the proportion of total respondents that have travelled by plane on an overseas 
holiday in the last 3 years is 72%. 
 
Table 6.3: Modes of transport used as main method of travel to overseas 
holiday destinations in the last 3 years 
 
Transport mode Main method of travel N Main method of travel % 
Plane 448 91.8 
Car 168 34.4 
Ferry 113 23.2 
Train 66 13.5 
Cruise ship 64 13.1 
Coach 59 12.1 
Other 4 0.8 
 
*Based on 488 respondents who have taken at least one overseas holiday in the last three years. 
 
 
6.3 AWARENESS OF THE IMPACTS OF HOLIDAYS ON 
CLIMATE CHANGE 
 
In order to ascertain an understanding of respondents’ awareness of the 
contribution of tourism to climate change (objective one of the research), two 
questions were included in the questionnaire that asked respondents to give their 
opinion on how large or small they considered various factors to be in contributing 
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to climate change.  The first question contained a diverse list of factors, whilst the 
second contained a number of factors associated with holidays. 
 
‘Flying/air travel’ was considered by more respondents to have a large or very 
large contribution to climate change than any of the other factors listed (see Table 
6.4).  Two thirds of respondents (66%) considered the contribution of ‘flying/air 
travel’ to climate change to be large or very large.  These results suggest that there 
is a high level of general awareness that air travel contributes to climate change.  It 
is interesting that ‘Flying/air travel’ was considered to have a very large 
contribution to climate change by more respondents than any of the other factors 
listed in Table 6.4, even though statistically aviation only accounts for between 
3.5% (Penner et al. 1999) and 4.6% (Gössling and Peeters 2007) of global GHG 
emissions.  This percentage is much lower than the overall global GHG emissions 
from heating homes and car transport (although, per kilometre travelled, the 
contribution of GHG emissions from aviation is higher than car transport).  
 
Table 6.4: Views on the size of the contribution of various factors to climate 
change 
 
 
Contribution to climate 
change 
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Flying/air travel 599 33.4 32.7 19.5 8.3 3.2 2.8 2.13 
Food imported to the UK from 
overseas countries 
602 17.1 36.0 25.9 10.3 4.2 6.5 2.45 
Driving a car 597 15.2 36.2 30.8 11.4 3.9 2.5 2.51 
Packaging on products  599 13.7 28.7 29.5 14.9 8.0 5.2 2.73 
Going on holidays overseas 600 11.2 27.7 34.5 15.7 6.8 4.2 2.78 
Heating homes 604 8.1 28.8 35.6 16.9 7.3 3.3 2.86 
Use of electrical products in 
home 
602 5.0 17.3 34.4 27.7 12.0 3.7 3.25 
Using public transport 599 3.7 15.4 36.1 30.4 10.9 3.7 3.31 
Using aerosol cans 590 5.9 16.4 27.3 25.3 17.5 7.6 3.34 
 
*The lower the mean, the larger the contribution to climate change according to the views of respondents. 
**The means exclude ‘Uncertain’ values. 
 
Table 6.5 shows respondents’ views on how large or small they consider a number 
of holiday related factors to be in contributing to climate change.  Once again, ‘Air 
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travel/flying to the destination’ is considered to be the factor making the largest 
contribution to climate change, with 66% of respondents stating that they believe 
the contribution to be large or very large.  This is the same percentage figure as 
reported in Table 6.4 and shows a consistency in views across questions 5 and 6 of 
the questionnaire.  ‘Air conditioning used in tourist accommodation’ and ‘Car 
driving to the destination’ were considered the second and third largest 
contributors to climate change with 39% and 37% of respondents, respectively, 
stating their contributions to be large or very large. 
 
Although many respondents in the survey considered the contribution of various 
holiday related factors as having large contributions to climate change, these 
holidays related factors were listed in the questionnaire and respondents were 
prompted by these for their opinion.  In the focus group research (see Chapter 5), 
where these factors were not disclosed, participants were unable to identify any 
additional ways in which holidays contribute to climate change, other than flying, 
without some prompting. 
 
Table 6.5: Views on the size of the contribution of various holiday related 
factors to climate change 
 
 
Contribution to climate 
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Air travel/flying to the destination 603 31.5 34.3 19.4 8.0 3.8 3.0 2.16 
Air conditioning used in tourist 
accommodation 
603 8.0 31.3 32.0 17.7 5.1 5.8 2.80 
Car driving to the destination 602 5.3 31.4 38.5 16.8 5.1 2.8 2.85 
Coach travel to the destination 593 3.2 19.9 38.6 23.9 9.9 4.4 3.18 
Water used in tourist 
accommodation 
602 4.7 16.6 30.7 29.6 12.3 6.1 3.30 
Train travel to the destination 595 1.5 15.5 38.5 29.6 10.9 4.0 3.34 
Heating used in tourist 
accommodation 
598 4.0 15.1 32.1 27.9 14.5 6.4 3.36 
Ferry travel to the destination 597 2.0 12.4 35.3 31.0 13.6 5.7 3.44 
Eating at restaurants 596 2.0 7.2 30.7 38.1 15.4 6.5 3.62 
 
*The lower the mean, the larger the contribution to climate change according to the views of respondents. 
**The means exclude ‘Uncertain’ values. 
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The responses in Tables 6.4 and 6.5 suggest that awareness of the impacts of air 
travel on climate change is quite strong amongst tourists, with two thirds of 
respondents viewing the contribution of flying as large or very large.  This 
viewpoint is consistent with the numerous studies (see, for example, Gössling and 
Peeters 2007; UNWTO-UNEP-WMO 2008; Peeters and Dubois 2010) that have 
concluded that air travel is the international tourism industry’s largest contributor 
to climate change.  However, although these results suggest that respondents’ 
general awareness of the contribution of air travel to global climate change is quite 
high, it is not possible to comment on how deep that understanding is.  These 
results support the finding in the focus groups that there is a high level of general 
awareness of the impacts flying has on climate change and, in addition to the focus 
group research, indicate a broad awareness that holidays contribute to climate 
change.  The findings of this questionnaire research are consistent with the findings 
of Cohen and Higham (2011), who found that most tourists were aware to some 
degree of the impacts of flying on climate change.  However, the findings of this 
questionnaire and Cohen and Higham (2011) differ with the results of earlier 
studies (Gössling et al. 2006; Shaw and Thomas 2006; Becken 2007), which found 
that tourists have a very low level of awareness of the impacts of air travel and 
holidays on climate change.  It is quite possible that awareness of air travel’s 
impact on climate change is increasing over time. 
 
A number of attitude statements were included in the questionnaire which also 
addressed respondents’ understanding of the relationship between holidays and 
climate change (see Table 6.6). 
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Table 6.6: Attitude statements relating to tourists’ understanding of holidays 
and climate change 
 
 
Statement 
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By taking fewer flights a year I will 
reduce my impact on climate change 
605 10.2 47.3 26.4 12.4 3.6 2.52 
I believe that my holidays have some 
affect on climate change 
611 5.9 51.2 27.3 11.5 4.1 2.57 
I do not know how climate change is 
linked with holidays 
544 8.1 23.5 24.6 36.8 7.0 3.11 
 
More than half (57%) of respondents believe that their holidays have some affect 
on climate change, whilst 58% agree that they will reduce their impact on climate 
change by taking fewer flights a year.  This suggests that over half of the 
respondents are aware to some extent that holidays and flights contribute to climate 
change; a finding which is consistent with the responses in Tables 6.4 and 6.5. 
 
In order to test for a correlation, a Spearman’s rho test was conducted on the 
responses to the statements ‘I believe that my holidays have some affect on climate 
change’ and ‘By taking fewer flights a year I will reduce my impact on climate 
change’ (see Appendix 6.1).  The significance value for the correlation coefficient 
was <.001.  Therefore, it can be concluded that there is a significant relationship 
between the responses to the statements.  The correlation coefficient is .47, 
suggesting a positive relationship between the two variables.   
 
Almost a third (32%) of respondents agree or strongly agree with the statement ‘I 
do not know how climate change is linked with holidays’.  A quarter of 
respondents (25%) answered that they were uncertain about how climate change is 
linked with holidays.  Based on the responses to this attitude statement, more than 
half of the respondents appear unsure about the relationship between climate 
change and holidays.  It can be argued that the responses to these three attitude 
statements suggest the majority of respondents are aware that holidays and flights 
contribute to climate change, but this general awareness is not backed up by a clear 
understanding of the relationship between climate change and tourism. 
149 
 
6.3.1 Awareness of climate change and number of overseas holidays 
taken 
 
Kruskal-Wallis tests, followed by Mann-Whitney tests, were conducted in order to 
determine whether there were differences in views regarding the contribution of 
various holiday related activities to climate change, based on respondents’ 
frequency of overseas holidays.  The Kruskal-Wallis test shows whether there is a 
difference between independent groups, but will not show where the difference(s) 
lie.  Mann-Whitney tests have been used as a post hoc procedure to determine 
which groups are significantly different in views.  A Bonferroni correction has 
been used to prevent Type I errors from exceeding .05 (Field 2009).  The tests 
were carried out on the two factors contributing to climate change which related to 
tourism in Table 6.4 and the three holiday related factors that were considered as 
the largest contributors to climate change by respondents in Table 6.5.  
Respondents were divided into three groups based on the number of overseas 
holidays they had taken in the last 3 years: 0 overseas holidays in the last 3 years; 
between 1 and 3 overseas holidays in the last 3 years; and 4 or more overseas 
holidays in the last 3 years.  The results of the Kruskal-Wallis tests and Mann-
Whitney tests are summarised in Table 6.7. 
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Table 6.7: Kruskal-Wallis tests and Mann-Whitney tests for holiday related 
factors contributing to climate change 
 
Factor 
contributing to 
climate change 
 
Outcome of 
Kruskal-
Wallis test 
Groups 
compared 
 
Outcome of 
Mann-Whitney 
test 
Result 
Flying/air travel Significant, 
H(2)=13.17, 
p<.01 
0 holidays and 
1-3 holidays 
Not significant, 
U=14540.50,  
z=-1.35, ns,  
r=-.07 
Respondents that have 
taken 4 or more overseas 
holidays in the last 3 years 
viewed the contribution of 
‘flying/air travel’ to climate 
change to be significantly 
smaller than people that 
had taken no overseas 
holidays or between 1 and 
3 overseas holidays in the 
last 3 years. 
 
0 holidays and 
4+ holidays 
Significant, 
U=9619.00,  
z=-3.47, 
p<.0167, r=-.19 
1-3 holidays 
and 4+ 
holidays 
Significant, 
U=20857.00,  
z=-2.57, 
p<.0167, r=-.12 
Going on 
overseas 
holidays 
Significant, 
H(2)=13.45, 
p<.01 
0 holidays and 
1-3 holidays 
Test not 
conducted as 
mean rank 
scores similar.  
Respondents that have 
taken 4 or more overseas 
holidays in the last 3 years 
viewed the contribution of 
‘going on overseas 
holidays’ to climate change 
to be significantly smaller 
than people that had taken 
no overseas holidays or 
between 1 and 3 overseas 
holidays in the last 3 years. 
 
0 holidays and 
4+ holidays 
Significant, 
U=10052.50,  
z=-2.39, p<.025,  
r=-.13 
1-3 holidays 
and 4+ 
holidays 
Significant, 
U=19265.50,  
z=-3.60, p<.025, 
r=-.17 
Air travel/flying 
to the 
destination 
Significant, 
H(2)=11.67, 
p<.01 
0 holidays and 
1-3 holidays 
Not significant, 
U=14557.00,  
z=-1.63, ns,  
r=-.08 
Respondents that have 
taken 4 or more overseas 
holidays in the last 3 years 
viewed the contribution of 
‘air travel/flying to the 
destination’ to climate 
change to be significantly 
smaller than people that 
had taken no overseas 
holidays in the last 3 years. 
 
0 holidays and 
4+ holidays 
Significant, 
U=9642.50,  
z=-3.30, 
p<.0167, r=-.18 
1-3 holidays 
and 4+ 
holidays 
Not significant, 
U=21535.00,  
z=-2.21, ns,  
r=-.10 
Air conditioning 
used in tourist 
accommodation 
Not 
significant, 
H(2)=2.25, 
ns 
 
- - Views on the contribution of 
air conditioning were not 
significantly different 
between the groups. 
Car driving to 
the destination 
Significant, 
H(2)=10.62, 
p<.01 
 
0 holidays and 
1-3 holidays 
Test not 
conducted as 
mean rank 
scores similar.  
Respondents that have 
taken 4 or more overseas 
holidays in the last 3 years 
viewed the contribution of 
‘car driving to the 
destination’ to climate 
change to be significantly 
smaller than people that 
had taken no overseas 
holidays or between 1 and 
3 overseas holidays in the 
last 3 years. 
0 holidays and 
4+ holidays 
Significant, 
U=9846.00,  
z=-3.09, p<.025, 
r=-.17 
1-3 holidays 
and 4+ 
holidays 
Significant, 
U=21547.00,  
z=-2.33, p<.025, 
r=-.11 
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Table 6.7 shows consistency in results.  Respondents that had taken 4 or more 
overseas holidays in the last 3 years viewed each of the factors as having a smaller 
contribution to climate change than respondents that had taken fewer than 4 
overseas holidays.  The more frequent overseas holiday takers viewed flying, car 
driving and going on overseas holidays as having a smaller contribution to climate 
change than less frequent overseas holiday takers.  The less frequent overseas 
holiday takers appear to have a greater awareness of the contribution of flying and 
overseas holidays to climate change than the more frequent overseas travellers. 
 
Kruskal-Wallis and Mann-Whitney tests were also conducted on the statements 
relating to respondents’ understanding of the relationship between overseas 
holidays and climate change presented in Table 6.6, to see if there was a difference 
in understanding and attitudes based on the frequency with which overseas 
holidays were taken (see Table 6.8).  Respondents were again grouped by the 
number of overseas holidays they had taken in the last 3 years. 
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Table 6.8: Kruskal-Wallis tests and Mann-Whitney tests for statements 
relating to awareness of holidays and climate change 
 
Statement 
 
Outcome of 
Kruskal-
Wallis test 
Groups 
compared 
Outcome of 
Mann-Whitney 
test 
 
Result 
I do not know 
how climate 
change is linked 
with holidays 
Not 
significant, 
H(2)=1.87, ns 
 
- - Responses to the 
statement ‘I do not know 
how climate change is 
linked with holidays’ did 
not differ significantly 
between the groups.  
 
I believe that my 
holidays have 
some affect on 
climate change 
Significant, 
H(2)=10.45, 
p<.01 
 
0 holidays and 
1-3 holidays 
Significant, 
U=14297.00, 
z=-3.07, p<.025, 
r=-.15 
Respondents that had 
taken between 1 and 3, 
and 4 or more, overseas 
holidays in the last 3 years 
significantly agreed more 
with the statement ‘I 
believe that my holidays 
have some affect on 
climate change’ than 
people that had taken no 
overseas holidays in the 
last 3 years.   
 
0 holidays and 
4+ holidays 
Significant, 
U=11108.50, 
z=-2.67, p<.025, 
r=-.15 
1-3 holidays 
and 4+ 
holidays 
Test not 
conducted as 
mean rank 
scores similar. 
By taking fewer 
flights a year I 
will reduce my 
impact on 
climate change 
Significant, 
H(2)=8.97, 
p<.01 
0 holidays and 
1-3 holidays 
Test not 
conducted as 
mean rank 
scores similar. 
Respondents that had 
taken 4 or more overseas 
holidays in the last 3 years 
significantly disagreed 
more with the statement 
‘By taking fewer flights a 
year I will reduce my 
impact on climate change’ 
than people that had 
taken no overseas 
holidays, and people that 
had taken between 1 and 
3 overseas holidays, in 
the last 3 years.   
0 holidays and 
4+ holidays 
Significant, 
U=10471.00, 
z=-2.76, p<.025, 
r=-.15 
1-3 holidays 
and 4+ 
holidays 
Significant, 
U=23659.50, 
z=-2.29, p<.025, 
r=-.11 
 
Respondents that had taken overseas holidays in the last 3 years agreed more with 
the statement ‘I believe that my holidays have some affect on climate change’ than 
those that had not taken any overseas holidays in this period.  Whilst this may 
suggest a greater awareness of the impacts of tourism on climate change by the 
more frequent overseas holiday takers, it may also be the case that respondents that 
had not been on any overseas holidays in the last 3 years were less inclined to 
agree with this statement as a consequence of them not taking any overseas 
holidays in this period that would contribute to climate change.   
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Respondents that had taken 4 or more overseas holidays in the last 3 years 
disagreed more with the statement ‘By taking fewer flights a year I will reduce my 
impact on climate change’ compared with respondents that had taken no overseas 
holidays, and between 1 and 3 overseas holidays, in the last 3 years.  The tourists 
that are taking the most frequent overseas holidays and, thus arguably, contributing 
more to climate change impacts are less likely to agree that reducing the number of 
flights they take will have a positive effect.  As argued by Stoll-Kleemann et al. 
(2001), these more frequent tourists are experiencing a form of climate change 
denial. 
 
 
6.4 CLIMATE CHANGE IMPACTS AND HOLIDAY DECISIONS 
 
The second objective of this study is to establish the extent to which climate 
change impacts feature in the holiday decision-making processes of tourists.  
Respondents were asked in the questionnaire whether they think about the impacts 
their holidays might have on climate change when they are planning their holidays.  
Only a very small minority of respondents (8%) answered ‘yes’ they did think 
about the impacts their holidays might have on climate change when planning their 
holidays.  This result is consistent with the findings of the focus groups undertaken 
in Stage One of this study.  In the focus group research, participants collectively 
identified more than thirty different factors that they considered as important 
elements when planning their holidays.  Climate change was not mentioned as one 
of these important factors by any of the focus group participants. 
 
The 52 respondents who answered ‘yes’ they did think about climate change when 
planning their holidays, were then asked to explain how their thoughts about the 
impacts of holidays on climate change influenced their holiday planning in a 
follow-up open-ended question.  Forty two respondents answered the follow-up 
question and their responses have been coded and are presented in Table 6.9.  The 
full transcripts of their responses are in Appendix 6.2. 
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Table 6.9: How thoughts about the impacts of holidays on climate change 
influence holiday planning 
 
Coded response N 
  
Changes to air travel behaviour 
(No longer use air travel for short breaks, only longer holidays) 
(Have stopped flying all together) 
(No longer fly to long-haul destinations) 
(Have reduced the number of flights we take) 
9 
(4) 
(2) 
(2) 
(1) 
Make conscious effort to use alternative methods of transport to flying 
when options available 
9 
Only holiday in the UK 6 
Mention awareness of impacts of holidays on climate change but do not 
specify that this has any effect on holiday taking behaviour 
5 
Try to minimise carbon footprint whilst on holiday 4 
Use public transport once arrived at holiday destination 4 
Only go on holiday abroad very occasionally 3 
Use carbon offsetting schemes 3 
Use holiday companies that take carbon footprint into account 3 
Only travel long-haul to visit friends and relatives 2 
Other (response does not answer the question) 2 
Avoid holiday destinations where ecological balance is at risk 1 
 
*Responses of those that answered that they do think about climate change impacts when planning their 
holidays.  Some respondents provided more than one answer. 
 
Nine respondents reported that they have changed their air travel behaviour as a 
result of the impacts on climate change; with 2 respondents having stopped flying 
all together (this figure increases to 8 if those that now only holiday in the UK are 
also included).  The 9 respondents that stated they have changed their flying 
behaviour for climate change reasons constitute only 1% of the overall sample.  In 
addition, a further 9 respondents stated that they make a conscious effort to use 
alternative methods of transport to flying when the options are available 
(references made to holidays in Europe).    Respondents also mentioned a number 
of other ways in which thoughts about climate change influenced their holiday 
planning that did not specifically involve changing air travel habits.  These include 
using carbon offsetting schemes, attempting to minimise their carbon footprint 
once they had arrived at their holiday destination, and using holiday companies 
that they considered to be aware of carbon footprints. 
 
The very small minority of respondents in the questionnaire survey that stated they 
think about climate change when decision-making about holidays adds support to 
the proposition in Chapter 5 that climate change is not conceptually linked to 
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holidays in the vast majority of tourists’ minds.  As mentioned earlier, in the focus 
group research none of the participants mentioned climate change when asked to 
identify important factors they consider when planning their holidays. 
 
As discussed in the first paragraph of Section 6.4, the vast majority of respondents 
(92%) stated that they did not think about climate change impacts when planning 
their holidays.  These respondents were asked to state their levels of agreement 
with a number of statements that were designed to gain a greater understanding of 
why thoughts on climate change do not feature in their holiday planning and 
decisions.  The responses to these statements are shown in Table 6.10. 
 
Table 6.10: Respondents’ views on holidays and climate change impacts 
 
 
Statement 
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Thoughts on climate change impacts 
just don’t enter my mind when 
planning holidays 
545 28.1 52.1 11.4 8.1 0.4 2.01 
I do not consider climate change 
impacts as being important when 
planning my holidays 
546 21.4 50.2 19.8 8.2 0.4 2.16 
Thoughts about climate change are 
in the back of my mind but do not 
influence my holiday decisions 
549 12.9 52.5 14.9 14.2 5.5 2.47 
I do not know how climate change is 
linked with holidays 
544 8.1 23.5 24.6 36.8 7.0 3.11 
My holidays do not have any impact 
on climate change 
544 6.6 17.3 28.9 39.5 7.7 3.24 
 
*Responses of those that answered that they do not think about climate change impacts when planning their 
holidays (N=569). 
 
Of the respondents that said they did not think about climate change when 
planning their holidays, 80% agreed or strongly agreed with the statement that 
‘Thoughts on climate change impacts just don’t enter my mind when planning 
holidays’.  A similar proportion (72%) agreed or strongly agreed with the 
statement ‘I do not consider climate change impacts as being important when 
planning my holidays’.  These results suggest that for many respondents climate 
156 
 
change impacts is not an issue they think about when planning their holidays and it 
is not something they view as important to the decision making process. 
 
A Spearman’s rho test was conducted on the responses to the statements ‘Thoughts 
on climate change impacts just don’t enter my mind when planning holidays’ and 
‘I do not consider climate change impacts as being important when planning my 
holidays’ (see Appendix 6.3).  The significance value for the correlation coefficient 
was <.001.  Therefore, it can be concluded that there is a significant relationship 
between the responses to the two statements.  The correlation coefficient is .68, 
suggesting a strong positive relationship between the two variables. 
 
Only 44% of respondents disagreed or strongly disagreed with the statement ‘I do 
not know how climate change is linked with holidays’, suggesting more than half 
of respondents are unsure of how holidays contribute to climate change (see 
Section 6.3).  A larger proportion of respondents (47%) disagreed with the 
statement ‘My holidays do not have any impact on climate change’ than agreed 
with it (24%).  This suggests that approximately a half of the respondents 
acknowledge that their holidays do have some form of impact on climate change. 
 
A Spearman’s rho test was conducted on the responses to the statements ‘I do not 
know how climate change is linked with holidays’ and ‘My holidays do not have 
any impact on climate change’ (see Appendix 6.4).  The significance value for the 
correlation coefficient was <.001, meaning there is a significant relationship 
between the responses to the two statements.  The correlation coefficient is .46, 
suggesting a positive relationship between the two variables. 
 
Almost a third (65%) of respondents agreed or strongly agreed with the statement 
‘Thoughts about climate change are in the back of my mind but do not influence 
my holiday decisions’, even though 80% of respondents said that thoughts on 
climate change impacts do not enter their mind when planning holidays (first 
statement in Table 6.10).  The response to this statement, in conjunction with the 
response to the previous statement (‘My holidays do not have any impact on 
climate change’) suggests a good level of awareness of the link between holidays 
and climate change in tourists’ minds but also a resistance to act on this awareness. 
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6.4.1 Holiday decisions and number of overseas holidays taken 
 
Although only a very small proportion of respondents (8%) said that they think 
about the impacts their holidays might have on climate change when planning their 
holidays, a chi-square test was performed to see whether there was a difference 
between people that have taken no overseas holidays, people that have taken 1-3 
overseas holidays, and people that have taken 4 or more overseas holidays, in the 
last 3 years.  The results of the test showed that there was not a significant 
association between the responses to the question ‘When planning your holidays, 
do you think about the impacts your holidays might have on climate change?’ and 
the number of overseas holidays taken in the last 3 years, χ2=1.17, ns. 
 
Kruskal-Wallis and Mann-Whitney tests were conducted on the statements in 
Table 6.10 to see if there were differences in responses based on the number of 
overseas holidays taken in the last 3 years.  The results of the tests are summarised 
in Table 6.11. 
 
There were significant differences in responses, based on the number of overseas 
holidays taken in the last 3 years, for two of the statements.  Respondents that had 
taken 4 or more overseas holidays in the last 3 years were less likely to consider 
climate change impacts as being important when planning their holidays compared 
to respondents that had taken fewer than 4 overseas holidays during this period.  
Respondents that had not taken any overseas holidays in the last 3 years were more 
likely to believe that their holidays do not have any impact on climate change than 
respondents that had been on overseas holidays.  This is not a surprising result.  If 
a respondent has not taken any overseas holidays in the last few years, then they 
would not be expected to believe that their holidays are having an impact on 
climate change.  There was not a significant difference in responses between 
people that had taken between 1 and 3 overseas holidays and 4 or more overseas 
holidays in the last 3 years. 
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Table 6.11: Kruskal-Wallis tests and Mann-Whitney tests for statements 
relating to thoughts about climate change and holiday decisions 
 
Statement Outcome of 
Kruskal-
Wallis test 
Groups 
compared 
Outcome of 
Mann-Whitney 
test 
 
Result 
Thoughts on 
climate change 
impacts just 
don’t enter my 
mind when 
planning 
holidays 
 
Not 
significant, 
H(2)=4.32, ns 
- - Levels of agreement were 
not significantly different 
between the groups. 
I do not consider 
climate change 
impacts as 
being important 
when planning 
my holidays 
Significant, 
H(2)=9.63, 
p<.01 
 
0 holidays and 
1-3 holidays 
Not significant, 
U=13103.00, 
z=-0.70, ns,  
r=-.04 
Respondents that had 
taken 4 or more overseas 
holidays in the last 3 years 
significantly agreed more 
with the statement ‘I do not 
consider climate change 
impacts as being important 
when planning my 
holidays’ than people that 
had taken no overseas 
holidays in the last 3 years 
and people that had taken 
between 1 and 3 overseas 
holidays in the last 3 years. 
0 holidays and 
4+ holidays 
Significant, 
U=8950.00,  
z=-2.79, 
p<.0167, r=-.16 
1-3 holidays 
and 4+ 
holidays 
Significant, 
U=18509.00, 
z=-2.52, 
p<.0167, r=-.12 
Thoughts about 
climate change 
are in the back 
of my mind but 
do not influence 
my holiday 
decisions 
 
Not 
significant, 
H(2)=0.11, ns 
 
- - Levels of agreement were 
not significantly different 
between the groups. 
I do not know 
how climate 
change is linked 
with holidays 
 
Not 
significant, 
H(2)=1.87, ns 
 
- - Levels of agreement were 
not significantly different 
between the groups. 
My holidays do 
not have any 
impact on 
climate change 
Significant, 
H(2)=12.84, 
p<.01 
0 holidays and 
1-3 holidays 
Significant, 
U=10734.50, 
z=-3.46, 
p<.0167, r=-.19 
Respondents that had 
taken no overseas holidays 
in the last 3 years 
significantly agreed more 
with the statement ‘My 
holidays do not have any 
impact on climate change’ 
than people that had taken 
between 1 and 3 overseas 
holidays in the last 3 years 
and people that had taken 
4 or more overseas 
holidays in the last 3 years. 
 
0 holidays and 
4+ holidays 
Significant, 
U=8806.50,  
z=-2.93, 
p<.0167, r=-.17 
1-3 holidays 
and 4+ 
holidays 
Not significant, 
U=20812.50, 
z=-0.20, ns,  
r=-.01 
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6.5 ATTITUDES TOWARDS CLIMATE CHANGE AND 
CHANGING HOLIDAY BEHAVIOUR 
 
The third objective of this research is to explore the attitudes of tourists towards 
climate change and changing holiday behaviour.  Respondents were asked to state 
their levels of agreement or disagreement with a number of statements relating to 
the mitigation of climate change impacts from holidays.  The responses to these 
statements are presented in Table 6.12. 
 
Table 6.12: Attitudes towards holidays and climate change impacts 
 
 
Statement 
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Tourists should actively seek 
accommodation providers that have 
a green/environmental policy 
613 7.2 36.9 27.1 22.5 6.4 2.84 
Tourists should use a carbon 
offsetting scheme 
601 3.5 27.0 42.9 18.6 8.0 3.01 
Tourists should fly less 598 8.4 29.4 20.4 33.8 8.0 3.04 
Tourists should take fewer holidays 
a year of longer duration 
611 4.6 26.4 24.4 36.8 7.9 3.17 
The Government should increase 
taxes on airline tickets to reflect the 
environmental costs of flights 
611 8.5 18.3 18.3 33.1 21.8 3.41 
The Government should introduce 
restrictions on tourists visiting 
certain long-haul holiday 
destinations 
614 2.4 8.5 18.6 48.0 22.5 3.80 
The Government should introduce 
quotas limiting the number of flights 
a tourist can take in a year 
613 4.7 11.9 11.9 35.9 35.6 3.86 
 
*The higher the mean, the more strongly respondents disagree with the statement. 
 
Views on whether tourists should fly less for climate change reasons are mixed, 
with 38% of respondents agreeing or strongly agreeing that tourists should fly less 
whilst 42% disagree or strongly disagree.  A larger proportion of respondents 
(45%) disagree that tourists should take fewer holidays a year of longer duration 
than agree with the statement (31%).  Almost half of respondents (43%) are 
uncertain as to whether tourists should use a carbon offsetting scheme.  This may 
reflect a lack of knowledge and understanding concerning carbon offsetting 
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schemes amongst the respondents, which was also evident in the focus group 
research and the literature (Becken 2004; Gössling et al. 2007; Dodds et al. 2008).  
There was a greater level of agreement (44%) than disagreement (29%) with the 
statement that tourists should actively seek accommodation providers that have a 
green/environmental policy.   
 
Although respondents’ views on whether tourists should fly less were mixed, there 
was a more consistent attitude against the Government enforcing restrictions on 
flights.  Almost three quarters of respondents were opposed to the possibility of the 
Government introducing personal quotas for air travel or limiting their choice of 
holiday destinations.  These results are consistent with the focus group findings, 
reported in Chapter 5, where there was also very strong resistance to the idea of 
flight quotas or restrictions.  Evidence of tourists’ opposition to potential future 
restrictions on their ability to fly as much as they wish is also present in the 
literature (Becken 2007; Randles and Mander 2009; Barr et al. 2010). 
 
6.5.1 Attitudes towards climate change and number of overseas 
holidays taken 
 
Kruskal-Wallis and Mann-Whitney tests were conducted to determine whether 
there were differences in the responses to the attitude statements in Table 6.12 
depending on the number of overseas holidays taken by respondents (Table 6.13). 
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Table 6.13: Kruskal-Wallis tests and Mann-Whitney tests for statements 
relating to attitudes towards climate change and changing holiday 
behaviour 
 
Statement Outcome of 
Kruskal-
Wallis test 
Groups where 
differences compared 
Outcome of Mann-
Whitney test 
 
Tourists should 
fly less 
Significant, 
H(2)=52.49, 
p<.001 
0 holidays and 4+ 
holidays 
Significant, U=6886.50, 
z=-7.01, p<.0167, r=-.39 
1-3 holidays and 4+ 
holidays 
Significant, U=19437.00, 
z=-4.73, p<.0167, r=-.22 
0 holidays and 1-3 
holidays 
Significant, U=13067.50, 
z=-3.46, p<.0167, r=-.18 
Tourists should 
take fewer 
holidays a year 
of longer 
duration 
Significant, 
H(2)=56.07, 
p<.001 
0 holidays and 4+ 
holidays 
Significant, U=7288.00, 
z=-7.19, p<.0167, r=-.40 
1-3 holidays and 4+ 
holidays 
Significant, U=19433.00, 
z=-5.32, p<.0167, r=-.25 
0 holidays and 1-3 
holidays 
Significant, U=14430.50, 
z=-2.90, p<.0167, r=-.15 
Tourists should 
use a carbon 
offsetting 
scheme 
Significant, 
H(2)=12.56, 
p<.01 
0 holidays and 4+ 
holidays 
Significant, U=9866.00, 
z=-3.43, p<.025, r=-.19 
1-3 holidays and 4+ 
holidays 
Significant, U=23225.00, 
z=-2.29, p<.025, r=-.11 
0 holidays and 1-3 
holidays 
Test not conducted as 
mean rank scores similar. 
Tourists should 
actively seek 
accommodation 
providers that 
have a green/ 
environmental 
policy 
Significant, 
H(2)=11.42, 
p<.01 
0 holidays and 4+ 
holidays 
Significant, U=10653.00, 
z=-3.19, p<.025, r=-.17 
1-3 holidays and 4+ 
holidays 
Significant, U=23514.50, 
z=-2.50, p<.025, r=-.12 
0 holidays and 1-3 
holidays 
Test not conducted as 
mean rank scores similar. 
The 
Government 
should increase 
taxes on airline 
tickets to reflect 
the 
environmental 
costs of flights 
Significant, 
H(2)=38.07, 
p<.001 
 
0 holidays and 4+ 
holidays 
Significant, U=8293.50, 
z=-5.90, p<.0167, r=-.32 
1-3 holidays and 4+ 
holidays 
Significant, U=21275.50, 
z=-4.01, p<.0167, r=-.19 
0 holidays and 1-3 
holidays 
Significant, U=14063.00, 
z=-3.05, p<.0167, r=-.15 
The 
Government 
should introduce 
quotas limiting 
the number of 
flights a tourist 
can take a year 
Significant, 
H(2)=64.69, 
p<.001. 
0 holidays and 4+ 
holidays 
Significant, U=6937.00,  
z=-7.86, p<.0167, r=-.43. 
1-3 holidays and 4+ 
holidays 
Significant, U=19944.50, 
z=-5.11, p<.0167, r=-.24. 
0 holidays and 1-3 
holidays 
Significant, U=13408.00, 
z=-3.94, p<.0167, r=-.20. 
The 
Government 
should introduce 
restrictions on 
tourists visiting 
certain long-haul 
destinations 
Significant, 
H(2)=36.30, 
p<.001 
0 holidays and 4+ 
holidays 
Significant, U=8544.50, 
z=-5.97, p<.0167, r=-.33 
1-3 holidays and 4+ 
holidays 
Significant, U=22065.00, 
z=-3.74, p<.0167, r=-.17 
0 holidays and 1-3 
holidays 
Significant, U=14477.00, 
z=-2.91, p<.0167, r=-.15 
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For the statements ‘Tourists should fly less’, ‘Tourists should take fewer holidays a 
year of longer duration’, ‘The Government should increase taxes on airline tickets 
to reflect the environmental costs of flights’, ‘The Government should introduce 
quotas limiting the number of flights a tourist can take in a year’, and ‘The 
Government should introduce restrictions on tourists visiting certain long haul 
holiday destinations’ there were significant differences between all 3 groups.  
Respondents that had taken 4 or more overseas holidays in the last 3 years 
significantly disagreed more with each of these statements compared with 
respondents that had taken no overseas holidays in the last 3 years and respondents 
that had taken between 1 and 3 overseas holidays in the last 3 years.  People that 
had taken between 1 and 3 overseas holidays in the last 3 years significantly 
disagreed more with these statements than people that had taken no overseas 
holidays in the last 3 years. 
 
When it comes to attitudes towards the statements ‘Tourists should use a carbon 
offsetting scheme’ and ‘Tourists should actively seek accommodation providers 
that have a green/environmental policy’, respondents that had taken 4 or more 
overseas holidays in the last 3 years significantly disagreed more with these 
statements than people that had taken no overseas holidays in the last 3 years and 
people that had taken between 1 and 3 overseas holidays in the last 3 years.  There 
was not a significant difference in responses between people that had taken no 
overseas holidays and people that had taken between 1 and 3 overseas holidays in 
the last 3 years. 
 
The more frequent overseas holiday takers in the sample (respondents that had 
taken 4 or more overseas holidays in the last 3 years) expressed attitudes that were 
significantly more negative towards all of the statements in Table 6.13 compared 
with the less frequent holiday takers.  For all but two of the statements, 
respondents that had taken between 1 and 3 overseas holidays in the last 3 years 
stated views that were significantly more negative towards the actions to reduce 
the impacts of holidays on climate change compared with respondents that had not 
taken any overseas holidays in this period.  There appears to be a direct 
relationship between the number of overseas holidays taken and attitudes towards 
changing holiday behaviour.  Similarly, the results of a cluster analysis performed 
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by McKercher et al. (2010) found that the group containing the most regular 
international tourists was also the group that held the most negative attitudes 
towards changing holiday behaviour for climate change reasons. 
 
6.5.2 Attitudes towards climate change and thoughts about climate 
change in the holiday planning process 
 
In order to determine whether there was a difference in responses to the statements 
in Table 6.12 based on whether respondents think about the impacts their holidays 
might have on climate change when planning their holidays, a series of Mann-
Whitney tests were conducted (see Table 6.14). 
 
Respondents that answered ‘No’ to the question ‘When planning your holidays, do 
you think about the impacts your holidays might have on climate change’ 
significantly disagreed more with all of the statements in Table 6.14 compared 
with people that answered ‘Yes’ they do think about the impacts their holidays 
might have on climate change.  Although the proportion of respondents that 
answered ‘Yes’ to question 7 is very small (8%), these respondents have 
significantly more positive attitudes towards the actions to reduce the holiday 
impacts of climate change.  It is no surprise, however, that those respondents that 
think about climate change impacts when planning their holidays also hold more 
positive attitudes towards reducing the climate change impacts of holidays. 
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Table 6.14: Mann-Whitney tests for statements relating to attitudes towards 
climate change and thoughts about climate change in the holiday 
planning process 
 
Statement Outcome of Mann-
Whitney test 
 
Result 
Tourists should fly less Significant, 
U=6478.50, z=-6.66, 
p<.001, r=-.27 
Respondents that do not think about 
climate change impacts when planning 
their holidays significantly disagreed 
more with the statement. 
Tourists should take 
fewer holidays a year of 
longer duration 
Significant, 
U=8294.50, z=-5.26, 
p<.001, r=-.21 
Respondents that do not think about 
climate change impacts when planning 
their holidays significantly disagreed 
more with the statement. 
Tourists should use a 
carbon offsetting 
scheme 
Significant, 
U=8829.00, z=-4.53, 
p<.001, r=-.19 
Respondents that do not think about 
climate change impacts when planning 
their holidays significantly disagreed 
more with the statement. 
Tourists should actively 
seek accommodation 
providers that have a 
green/ environmental 
policy 
Significant, 
U=7207.00, z=-6.22, 
p<.001, r=-.25 
Respondents that do not think about 
climate change impacts when planning 
their holidays significantly disagreed 
more with the statement. 
The Government should 
increase taxes on airline 
tickets to reflect the 
environmental costs of 
flights 
Significant, 
U=8083.50, z=-5.37, 
p<.001, r=-.22 
Respondents that do not think about 
climate change impacts when planning 
their holidays significantly disagreed 
more with the statement. 
The Government should 
introduce quotas limiting 
the number of flights a 
tourist can take in a 
year 
Significant, 
U=9006.00, z=-4.70, 
p<.001, r=-.19 
Respondents that do not think about 
climate change impacts when planning 
their holidays significantly disagreed 
more with the statement. 
The Government should 
introduce restrictions on 
tourists visiting certain 
long-haul destinations 
Significant, 
U=10832.50,  
z=-3.19, p<.01,  
r=-.13 
Respondents that do not think about 
climate change impacts when planning 
their holidays significantly disagreed 
more with the statement. 
 
 
6.5.3 Additional insights into tourists’ attitudes towards climate 
change and changing holiday behaviour 
 
A number of the statements in questions 11 and 12 of the questionnaire also offer 
an insight into the attitudes of respondents towards climate change and changing 
holiday behaviour (see Table 6.15). 
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Table 6.15: Statements relating to attitudes towards climate change and 
holiday behaviour 
 
 
Statement 
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I would take the train to holiday 
destinations in Europe if the ticket 
prices and travel time were the 
same as flying 
616 27.1 45.5 15.6 9.7 2.1 2.14 
If a few people begin to change 
their holiday behaviour others will 
follow 
612 3.8 27.8 32.4 29.2 6.9 3.08 
Holidays are special and different 
to my normal everyday life so I 
don’t need to worry about their 
impacts on climate change 
612 5.1 21.2 28.6 38.9 6.2 3.20 
I am prepared to make 
substantial changes to the way I 
take holidays for climate change 
reasons 
610 3.0 17.5 39.8 32.6 7.0 3.23 
 
*The lower the mean, the stronger the level of agreement with the statement. 
 
A fifth of respondents (21%) stated that they are prepared to make substantial 
changes to the way they take holidays for climate change reasons, whilst 40% 
indicated that they are not prepared to make substantial changes.  Almost a third of 
respondents (32%) agreed with the statement ‘If a few people begin to change their 
holiday behaviour others will follow’, whilst 36% disagreed with the statement.  A 
quarter of respondents (26%) agreed that holidays are special and different to their 
normal everyday life so they do not need to worry about the impacts on climate 
change.  A larger proportion of respondents (45%) disagreed with this statement.  
Almost three quarters of respondents (73%) agreed with the statement ‘I would 
take the train to holiday destinations in Europe if the ticket prices and travel time 
were the same as flying’, whilst only 12% disagreed.  Overall, the responses to 
these statements are quite mixed, although the proportion of respondents 
expressing more positive attitudes towards changing tourism behaviour is slightly 
larger.  Holding positive attitudes towards changing tourism behaviour is one 
thing, but actually engaging in behavioural change is something quite different.  As 
the literature suggests, there can often be a dissonance between attitudes and 
behaviour when it comes to action to reduce climate change impacts (Stoll-
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Kleemann et al. 2001; Anable et al. 2006; Lorenzoni et al. 2007).  The next section 
of this chapter looks at behavioural change more closely. 
 
 
6.6 BEHAVIOURAL CHANGES TOURISTS ARE ENGAGING 
WITH TO REDUCE CLIMATE CHANGE IMPACTS 
 
The fourth objective of the research is to identify the behavioural changes that 
tourists are engaging with in a holiday context to reduce their individual impacts 
on climate change.  Table 6.16 contains a number of actions that could potentially 
reduce tourists’ impacts on climate change.  In the questionnaire, respondents were 
asked to state whether these actions are something they already do or something 
they intend to do in the future for climate change reasons. 
 
Table 6.16: Potential actions to reduce the impacts of holidays on climate 
change 
 
 
Action 
 
 
N 
I 
already 
do this 
% 
I intend 
to do this 
in the 
future % 
I do not 
intend to 
do this % 
Purchase locally produced goods whilst on 
holiday 
601 73.9 18.0 8.2 
Use public transport whilst on holiday 603 57.4 22.4 20.2 
Fly less often 604 45.4 11.6 43.0 
Take more short-haul holidays and fewer 
long-haul holidays 
586 37.0 18.8 44.2 
Use trains or coach for short-haul holiday 
trips 
596 32.6 29.7 37.8 
Take fewer holidays a year of longer 
duration 
585 28.0 15.9 56.1 
Use ethical/responsible tour operators 568 20.1 41.4 38.6 
Only take holidays in the UK 598 18.9 9.9 71.2 
Stop flying all together 603 11.3 5.1 83.6 
Actively seek accommodation providers 
that have a green/environmental policy 
579 7.8 43.4 48.9 
Use a carbon offsetting scheme 563 6.4 37.7 56.0 
 
The actions that the highest proportions of respondents are already engaging in are 
purchasing locally produced goods (74%) and using public transport (57%).  Both 
of these actions involve low levels of inconvenience and cost to tourists 
(Diekmann and Preisendörfer 2003).  Reducing the number of flights taken 
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involves a much higher level of personal cost and inconvenience for tourists, and 
can be seen as engaging with behavioural change in a more substantial manner.  
Almost half of respondents (45%) claim to be taking fewer flights for climate 
change reasons.  This figure is much higher than the 5% of people in The British 
Social Attitudes survey that said they are already reducing their air travel to help 
tackle climate change (National Centre for Social Research 2012).  A further 24% 
of people in this survey said they would be willing to travel less by plane (National 
Centre for Social Research 2012), and only 32% said they were not prepared to fly 
less in the future, compared with 43% in this research.   
 
Approximately a third of respondents claimed that they are already changing their 
holiday behaviour for climate change reasons by taking more short-haul holidays 
and fewer long-haul holidays (37%) and by taking fewer holidays a year of longer 
duration (28%), both of which involve a considerable level of personal cost and 
inconvenience.  However, it is also important to remember that in an earlier 
question in the questionnaire, the vast majority of respondents (92%) said that they 
did not think about climate change impacts when planning their holidays.  There 
would appear to be a conflicting set of responses between these two questions.  
Previous research (see, for example, Sterngold et al. 1994) has suggested that 
respondents can sometimes overstate their actual behaviour when self-reporting.  
Similarly, intentions to behave in a certain way in the future can also be overstated.  
It is also conceivable that having worked their way through a questionnaire that 
contained questions relating to climate change and their concern, respondents 
might begin to give more positive answers about their actions and intentions 
towards the end of the survey.  In the following section, the responses to the 
actions in Table 6.16 are compared with answers to some of the other questions in 
the questionnaire to investigate whether there is a consistency in responses. 
 
6.6.1 A comparison of self-reported behavioural changes and 
responses to other parts of the questionnaire   
 
In question 10 of the questionnaire, 38% of respondents agreed or strongly agreed 
that ‘Tourists should fly less’ (see Table 6.12).  In question 14 (the responses to 
which are shown in Table 6.16), 45% of respondents said that they already ‘fly less 
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often’; whilst a further 12% said they intend to do this in the future.  The level of 
self-reported behaviour and future intentional behaviour is higher than the level of 
positive attitudes towards flying less often. 
 
Almost a third of respondents (31%) agreed or strongly agreed that ‘Tourists 
should take fewer holidays a year of longer duration’ in question 10.  A similar 
percentage of respondents (28%) said that they already ‘Take fewer holidays a year 
of longer duration’ and a further 16% said they intend to do this in the future in 
question 14.  Again, the proportion of respondents claiming to engage in the 
behaviour or intending to engage in the future is higher than the proportion of 
respondents that expressed a positive attitude towards the action in question 10. 
 
There was reasonable consistency between positive attitudes towards using a 
carbon offsetting scheme (see Table 6.12) and self-reported use and intentional 
future use (Table 6.16).  In Table 6.12, 31% of respondents agreed or strongly 
agreed that ‘Tourists should use a carbon offsetting scheme’, whereas 6% of 
respondents said that they already use a carbon offsetting scheme and a further 
38% said they intend to do this in the future.  
 
The responses were also reasonably consistent for attitudes and behaviour towards 
seeking accommodation providers with a green/environmental policy.  In Table 
6.12, 44% of respondents agreed or strongly agreed that ‘Tourists should actively 
seek accommodation providers that have a green/environmental policy’ and, in 
Table 6.16, 43% of respondents said they intend to ‘Actively seek accommodation 
providers that have a green/environmental policy’ in the future. An additional 8% 
of respondents claimed they already use accommodation providers with a 
green/environmental policy. 
 
In addition to actions to reduce the climate change impacts of holidays, a question 
was also asked in the questionnaire to discover what actions respondents were 
engaging with in their everyday lives to reduce their impacts on climate change.  
The responses to this question are given in Table 6.17. 
 
 
169 
 
Table 6.17: Potential actions to reduce everyday life impacts on climate 
change 
 
 
Action 
 
 
N 
I 
already 
do this 
% 
I intend to 
do this in 
the future 
% 
I do not 
intend 
to do 
this % 
Recycle household waste 618 99.0 0.5 0.5 
Use re-usable bags for your shopping 619 94.2 2.7 3.1 
Use low energy light bulbs 613 90.9 3.9 5.2 
Make efforts to reduce water consumption in 
the home 
618 87.2 7.9 4.9 
Turn the thermostat on the heating to a 
lower temperature 
615 85.7 7.2 7.2 
Switch electrical appliances off when not in 
use rather than leaving them on standby 
614 85.0 9.1 5.9 
Improve the insulation in your home 615 74.5 18.7 6.8 
Reduce the number of car journeys made 603 55.2 16.6 28.2 
Buy a car with lower carbon emissions 596 34.7 36.7 28.5 
Use public transport more often 603 27.9 24.0 48.1 
Support environmental action 
groups/charities 
603 18.7 26.0 55.2 
Join a local conservation group 602 5.1 8.8 86.0 
 
As with the actions in Table 6.16, it is possible that respondents may have 
overstated their behaviour.  The responses to the question also provide just a 
snapshot of respondents’ behaviour and although 99% of respondents said that 
they recycle household waste, it is not possible to ascertain how much of their 
waste they recycle.  In the same way, it is not possible to deduce whether a 
respondent has just one low energy light bulb, or whether all the light bulbs in their 
home are low energy ones. 
 
Examining the responses in Tables 6.16 and 6.17, it can be seen that a far higher 
proportion of respondents report to already engaging in the everyday actions listed 
compared with the holiday related activities.  Similar findings are reported in the 
literature (Böhler et al. 2006; Bergin-Seers and Mair 2009; Barr et al. 2010), where 
people are less prepared to engage in pro-environmental behaviours whilst on 
holiday than they are at home.  It is not possible to say why this is the case from 
looking at these questions.  The literature and the focus group research undertaken 
in Stage One would suggest that possible reasons are that the holiday related 
actions require a greater compromise of lifestyle than the everyday activities, and 
that people think less about the environment and climate change when on holiday 
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compared to their everyday lives at home (Becken 2007; Barr et al. 2010).  The 
actions in Table 6.17 that require more effort and commitment on the part of 
respondents, such as buying a car with lower carbon emissions or using public 
transport more often, do have a lower proportion of people stating that they already 
do this compared with the minor inconvenience activities, such as recycling and 
turning electrical appliances off when not in use.  In addition, a number of the 
actions in Table 6.17, such as turning off electrical appliances when not in use and 
turning the thermostat on the heating to a lower temperature, offer personal 
benefits in terms of cost savings as well as environmental benefits. 
 
In question 4 of the questionnaire, respondents were asked to state the main 
methods of transport used to travel to their overseas holiday destinations in the last 
3 years (see Section 6.2.5).  When the respondents that have not taken any overseas 
holidays in the last 3 years are included in the analysis, the percentage of 
respondents that have used a plane as the main method of holiday transport in the 
last 3 years is 72%.  In question 14, 45% of respondents said they already fly less 
often for climate change reasons and 11% said they have stopped flying all 
together.  The responses to question 4 and question 14 do not contradict each other 
in this instance.   
 
The percentage of respondents that said they have used a train as the main method 
of holiday transport in the last 3 years is 11% and the percentage of respondents 
that stated they have used a coach as the main method of holiday transport in the 
last 3 years is 10%.  In question 14, 33% of respondents said they already use 
trains or coaches for short-haul holiday trips, which is a slightly higher percentage 
than the figures reported in question 4.  However, question 14 did not specify that 
trains or coaches had to be used as the main method of holiday transportation.  In 
addition, the figures in question 4 exclude those respondents that had not taken any 
overseas holiday in the last 3 years.  It is possible that some of these respondents 
may have used trains and coaches for domestic holidays in the UK and reported 
this behaviour in question 14. 
 
When asked how many overseas holidays they had been on in the last 3 years in 
question 2, 22% of respondents said they had not been on any overseas holidays in 
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this period.  As 19% of respondents stated they only take holidays in the UK in 
question 14, the responses to the two questions are consistent.  Whether these 
respondents only take holidays in the UK for climate change reasons as the 
question asks, as opposed to age related reasons, economic reasons or a fear of 
flying/travel etc., could be open to question.  It is quite possible that respondents 
self-reported their actual behaviour truthfully in question 14, but the reasons for 
their behaviour may not have been completely for climate change reasons as they 
state.  As mentioned earlier, it is important to remember that only 8% of 
respondents said that they think about the impacts their holidays might have on 
climate change when planning their holidays in question 7.  This 8% figure is 
much lower than the percentage of respondents that claim to already fly less often 
(45%) and take fewer holidays a year of longer duration (28%) for climate change 
reasons.   
 
6.6.2 Behavioural changes and number of overseas holidays taken 
 
Chi-square tests were conducted on the actions to reduce the impacts of holidays 
on climate change in question 14, to see whether there was a significant association 
between each behaviour and the number of overseas holidays taken in the last 3 
years.  The same groups were used as throughout this chapter: 0 overseas holidays, 
1-3 overseas holidays and 4+ overseas holidays, in the last 3 years.  The outcomes 
of the chi-square tests are summarised in Table 6.18.  The results column in Table 
6.18 is based on the contingency table for each chi-square test (see Appendix 6.5 
for the contingency tables). 
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Table 6.18: Chi-square tests for tourist behaviour and the number of overseas 
holidays taken in the last 3 years 
 
Actions Outcome of 
chi-square 
test 
Result 
Fly less often Significant, 
χ
2
(4)=144.29, 
p<.001 
Respondents that had taken 0 holidays were more likely to 
state they already fly less often.  Respondents that had taken 
4+ holidays were more likely to state they do not intend to do 
this. 
Stop flying all 
together 
Significant, 
χ
2
(4)=167.48, 
p<.001 
Respondents that had taken 0 holidays were more likely to 
state they have already stopped flying.  Respondents that had 
taken 1-3 and 4+ holidays were more likely to state they do not 
intend to stop flying. 
Use trains or 
coaches for 
short-haul 
holiday trips 
Significant, 
χ
2
(4)=19.23, 
p<.01 
Respondents that had taken 0 holidays were more likely to 
state they already use trains or coaches.  Respondents that 
had taken 1-3 holidays were more likely to state they intend to 
use trains or coaches in the future.  Respondents that had 
taken 4+ holidays were more likely to state they do not intend 
to do this. 
Take fewer 
holidays a year 
of longer 
duration 
Significant, 
χ
2
(4)=68.61, 
p<.001 
Respondents that had taken 0 and 1-3 holidays were more 
likely to state they already take fewer holidays a year of longer 
duration.  Respondents that had taken 4+ holidays were more 
likely to state they do not intend to do this. 
Take more 
short-haul 
holidays and 
fewer long-haul 
holidays 
Significant, 
χ
2
(4)=40.24, 
p<.001 
Respondents that had taken 0 and 1-3 holidays were more 
likely to state they already take more short-haul and fewer long-
haul holidays.  Respondents that had taken 4+ holidays were 
more likely to state they do not intend to do this in the future. 
Only take 
holidays in the 
UK 
Significant, 
χ
2
(4)=195.51, 
p<.001 
Respondents that had taken 0 holidays were more likely to 
state they only take holidays in the UK.  Respondents that had 
taken 1-3 holidays were more likely to state they intend to only 
holiday in the UK in the future.  Respondents that had taken 4+ 
holidays were more likely to state they do not intend to do this. 
Use ethical/ 
responsible tour 
operators 
Significant, 
χ
2
(4)=13.36, 
p<.05 
Respondents that had taken 0 holidays were more likely to 
state they already use ethical tour operators.  Respondents that 
had taken 1-3 holidays were more likely to state they intend to 
use ethical tour operators in the future.  Respondents that had 
taken 4+ holidays were more likely to state they do not intend 
to do this. 
Use a carbon 
offsetting 
scheme 
Significant, 
χ
2
(4)=10.29, 
p<.05 
Respondents that had taken 0 holidays were more likely to 
state they already use a carbon offsetting scheme.  
Respondents that had taken 1-3 holidays were more likely to 
state they intend to use one in the future.  Respondents that 
had taken 4+ holidays were more likely to state they do not 
intend to do this. 
Actively seek 
accommodation 
providers that 
have a green/ 
environmental 
policy 
Significant, 
χ
2
(4)=14.43, 
p<.01 
Respondents that had taken 0 holidays were more likely to 
state they already actively seek accommodation providers with 
an environmental policy.  Respondents that had taken 1-3 
holidays were more likely to state they intend to do this in the 
future.  Respondents that had taken 4+ holidays were more 
likely to state they do not intend to do this. 
Use public 
transport whilst 
on holiday 
Significant, 
χ
2
(4)=16.89, 
p<.01 
Respondents that had taken 1-3 holidays were more likely to 
state they already use public transport whilst on holiday.  
Respondents that had taken 0 holidays were more likely to 
state they intend to use it in the future.  Respondents that had 
taken 4+ holidays were more likely to state they do not intend 
to do this. 
Purchase 
locally produced 
goods whilst on 
holiday 
Not significant There was not a significant association between the number of 
overseas holidays taken in the last 3 years and current 
behaviour and future intention regarding purchasing locally 
produced goods whilst on holiday. 
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With the exception of using public transport whilst on holiday, respondents that 
had taken no overseas holidays in the last 3 years were more likely to state that 
they already do the actions listed in Table 6.18, compared with respondents that 
had taken between 1 and 3 overseas holidays and 4 or more overseas holidays in 
the same period.  For most of the actions in Table 6.18, respondents that had taken 
between 1 and 3 overseas holidays in the last 3 years were more likely to state that 
they intend to engage in these behaviours in the future.  The strongest resistance to 
behavioural change was exhibited by respondents that had taken 4 or more 
overseas holidays in the last 3 years.  For every action listed in Table 6.18, where 
there was a significant association, respondents that had taken 4 or more overseas 
holidays were more likely to state that they did not intend to engage with the 
behaviour in the future, compared with respondents that had taken no overseas 
holidays or between 1 and 3 overseas holidays in the last 3 years.  This resistance 
to changing holiday behaviour amongst the most frequent overseas travellers is 
also evident in the literature (Gössling et al. 2009; McKercher et al. 2010).  A clear 
pattern is exhibited in Table 6.18 whereby respondents that had not been on any 
overseas holidays in the last 3 years were more likely to state that they are already 
engaging in actions to reduce the climate change impacts of their holidays, 
respondents that had taken between 1 and 3 overseas holidays were more likely to 
state that they intend to engage in these actions in the future, and respondents that 
had taken 4 or more overseas holidays were more likely to state that they do not 
intend to engage in these actions. 
 
 
6.7 SUMMARY 
 
This chapter presented the demographic characteristics of respondents and reported 
their holiday taking behaviour.  The first four objectives of the study were then 
addressed.  There were strong levels of awareness amongst the respondents of the 
contribution of air travel to climate change, although there was a greater degree of 
uncertainty expressed about the overall relationship between holidays and climate 
change.  The vast majority of respondents stated that they did not think about the 
impacts their holidays might have on climate change when planning their holidays.  
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Even though there were reasonably high levels of awareness of the climate change 
impacts of air travel, the majority of respondents said thoughts about climate 
change do not enter their mind when planning their holidays.   
 
Attitudes towards changing holiday behaviour for climate change reasons were 
mixed amongst the respondents.  There was a greater consistency in views when it 
came to the Government introducing restrictions on tourists’ travel.  The majority 
of respondents were strongly against the idea of the Government limiting the 
number flights they could take in a year (Becken 2007; Cohen et al. 2011).  
Respondents claimed to be engaging in higher levels of behavioural change for 
climate change reasons than their responses to questions on awareness of and 
attitudes towards climate change and holidays in other parts of the questionnaire 
would suggest.  Overall, though, the majority of respondents are not yet engaging 
in behavioural change to reduce the climate change impacts of their holidays. 
 
A pattern emerged throughout the analysis in this chapter regarding the awareness 
levels, attitudes and behaviour changes engaged in with respect to respondents that 
had taken 4 or more overseas holidays in the last 3 years.  These more frequent 
overseas holiday takers exhibited lower levels of awareness of the contribution of 
holidays to climate change compared with less frequent overseas holiday takers.  
The more frequent overseas holiday takers were also less likely to consider climate 
change impacts as being important when planning their holidays.  There were 
significant differences in attitudes towards changing holiday behaviour for climate 
change reasons amongst the more frequent and less frequent overseas holiday 
takers.  Respondents that had taken 4 or more overseas holidays in the last 3 years 
expressed stronger negative attitudes towards changing behaviour.  This result was 
mirrored when it came to reporting actual changes in holiday behaviour for climate 
change reasons.  The more frequent overseas holiday takers expressed a significant 
reluctance and resistance to change their future holiday behaviour, whereas less 
frequent holiday takers were more likely to state that they already engage in 
behavioural change or intend to do so in the future.  Whilst McKercher et al. 
(2010) also found that the most frequent international tourists were the most 
resistant to changing their holiday behaviour; their research revealed that the most 
frequent travellers had a greater awareness of the impacts of holidays on climate 
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change than the less frequent holiday takers.  This is the opposite of what was 
discovered in this study, where the more frequent overseas tourists expressed lower 
levels of awareness compared with less frequent travellers. 
 
The following chapter continues the analysis of results from the questionnaire 
survey and focuses on the barriers to action that are preventing the adoption of 
behavioural change in the ways overseas holidays are taken by UK tourists. 
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CHAPTER 7: BARRIERS TO BEHAVIOURAL 
CHANGE 
 
 
7.1 INTRODUCTION 
 
This chapter examines the barriers to action preventing tourists from more fully 
engaging with climate change in a holiday context.  The findings presented in this 
chapter address the fifth research objective of this study (see Section 1.3.2).  
Internal barriers are examined first, followed by external barriers and then 
structural barriers.  The results of a factor analysis conducted on the barriers to 
action are then discussed.  This is followed by the results of a cluster analysis.  The 
factor analysis and cluster analysis are then brought together, as the mean factor 
scores by cluster are examined. 
 
 
7.2 INTERNAL BARRIERS TO ACTION 
 
As discussed in Chapters 4 and 5, the literature review and the results of the focus 
group research were used to identify the potentially most important internal 
barriers to action preventing tourists from changing their holiday behaviour.  Eight 
internal barriers were selected and two statements relating to each of these barriers 
were included in the questionnaire.  Respondents were asked to state their level of 
agreement or disagreement with these statements so that the saliency of each of the 
eight internal barriers could be determined.  In the questionnaire, the order in 
which the statements were presented was randomised.  The sixteen statements 
relating to the internal barriers were interchanged with eight statements relating to 
external barriers.  For the purpose of presenting the results, however, the 
statements are analysed by type of barrier. 
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7.2.1 Lack of knowledge about climate change 
 
The first internal barrier examined is ‘Lack of knowledge about climate change’ 
(Table 7.1). 
 
Table 7.1: Lack of knowledge about climate change 
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There is considerable debate amongst 
scientists as to whether climate change 
is happening 
616 14.8 51.5 24.8 7.3 1.6 2.30 
I believe that climate change is a 
serious threat to the future of our planet 
618 20.7 37.9 27.0 10.8 3.6 2.39 
 
Less than one in ten respondents believes that there is a consensus amongst 
scientists that global climate change is occurring.  Although there was much 
uncertainty amongst respondents with regards their views on climate change 
scientists, there was a much firmer belief that climate change is providing a serious 
threat to the future of the earth.  More than half of respondents (59%) agreed or 
strongly agreed with the statement ‘I believe that climate change is a serious threat 
to the future of our planet’.  This suggests that lack of knowledge of climate 
change is not a substantial barrier for engaging with the climate change agenda for 
these respondents.  The belief that scientists are somewhat divided in their views 
does not prevent the majority of respondents from still believing that climate 
change poses a serious problem for the future.  These results are consistent with the 
findings of Becken (2007), Randles and Mander (2009), and Barr et al. (2011) that 
tourists consider climate change to be a problem and that they believe something 
significant is happening.  At the same time, the findings of the survey also support 
the conclusion of Anable et al. (2006) that the UK population does not have a 
sophisticated understanding of climate change issues. 
 
In order to test for a correlation, a Spearman’s rho test was conducted on the two 
statements in Table 7.1.  The significance value for the correlation coefficient was 
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<.001 (see Appendix 7.1), which means that it can be concluded that there is a 
significant relationship between the responses to the statements.  The correlation 
coefficient was -.37, suggesting a negative relationship between the two variables. 
 
7.2.2 Lack of environmental values 
 
The responses to the two statements investigating ‘Lack of environmental values’ 
are shown in Table 7.2. 
 
Table 7.2: Lack of environmental values 
 
 
Statement 
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I try to minimise my carbon footprint 
 
606 5.6 41.1 26.6 22.9 3.8 2.78 
I am interested in protecting the 
environment 
614 18.7 69.5 8.8 2.3 0.7 1.97 
 
The first statement in Table 7.2 focuses specifically on climate change as an 
environmental issue.  Almost half of respondents (47%) agree or strongly agree 
that they try to minimise their carbon footprint.  The second statement refers to 
more general environmental values.  The vast majority of respondents (88%) agree 
or strongly agree with the statement ‘I am interested in protecting the 
environment’.  As almost 90% of respondents declare that they are interested in 
protecting the environment and almost half state that they try to minimise their 
carbon footprint, a general lack of environmental values does not appear to be a 
major barrier to engaging with climate change in a holiday context.  Kollmuss and 
Agyeman (2002) and Anable et al. (2006) argue that pro-environmental values are 
a necessary pre-cursor for pro-environmental behaviour.  However, this does not 
mean that the existence of pro-environmental values will automatically translate 
into pro-environmental attitudes and behaviour.  The results presented in Chapter 6 
illustrate that the more general pro-environmental values displayed in Table 7.2 are 
not necessarily reflected by respondents in their attitudes and behaviour when it 
comes to holidays and climate change impacts. 
179 
 
A Spearman’s rho test was conducted on the two statements in Table 7.2.  The 
significance value for the correlation coefficient was <.001 (see Appendix 7.2), 
therefore it can be concluded that there is a significant relationship between the 
responses to the statements ‘I try to minimise my carbon footprint’ and ‘I am 
interested in protecting the environment’.  The correlation coefficient was .41, 
suggesting a positive relationship between the two variables.   
 
7.2.3 Denial of personal responsibility 
 
The third internal barrier presented is ‘Denial of personal responsibility’ (Table 
7.3). 
 
Table 7.3: Denial of personal responsibility 
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I believe that my holidays have some 
affect on climate change 
611 5.9 51.2 27.3 11.5 4.1 2.57 
Other people’s holidays contribute more 
to climate change than my own 
613 9.3 16.8 32.3 34.4 7.2 3.13 
 
A larger proportion of respondents (57%) agreed or strongly agreed that their 
holidays have some affect on climate change than disagreed or strongly disagreed 
(16%) with the statement.  Just over a quarter of respondents (26%) agreed or 
strongly agreed with the statement ‘Other people’s holidays contribute more to 
climate change than my own’.  However, a greater proportion of respondents 
(42%) disagreed or strongly disagreed with the statement.  Although for both 
statements just under a third of respondents were uncertain, the results show that 
‘Denial of personal responsibility’ is a barrier for only a minority of UK tourists.  
The respondents in this survey were more accepting of their own personal 
contributions to climate change from holidays than respondents in previous 
studies.  Becken (2007), Gössling et al. (2009), and Randles and Mander (2009) all 
found that the majority of tourists questioned were not prepared to accept personal 
responsibility for contributing to climate change and did not feel accountable for 
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the subsequent GHG emissions.  However, consistent with these previous studies, 
the majority of respondents in this research considered the contributions of 
businesses and industry to climate change to be greater than that of individual 
tourists (see Section 7.3.2). 
 
The results of a Spearman’s rho test conducted on the two statements in Table 7.3 
show a significance value for the correlation coefficient >.05 (see Appendix 7.3), 
therefore it can be concluded that there is not a significant relationship between the 
responses to the statements ‘I believe that my holidays have some affect on climate 
change’ and ‘Other people’s holidays contribute more to climate change than my 
own’.   
 
7.2.4 Reluctance to change holiday lifestyles 
 
Table 7.4 contains the responses to the two statements relating to the fourth 
potential internal barrier to action. 
 
Table 7.4: Reluctance to change holiday lifestyles 
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I am prepared to make substantial 
changes to the way I take holidays for 
climate change reasons 
610 3.0 17.5 39.8 32.6 7.0 3.23 
The Government should introduce 
restrictions on tourists visiting certain 
long-haul holiday destinations 
614 2.4 8.5 18.6 48.0 22.5 3.80 
 
The responses to the two statements in Table 7.4 suggest that ‘Reluctance to 
change holiday lifestyles’ is a substantial barrier.  Almost twice as many 
respondents (40%) stated that they are not prepared to make substantial changes to 
the way they take holidays as those that agreed that they were prepared to make 
changes for climate change reasons (21%).  Previous studies by Becken (2007), 
Randles and Mander (2009), and Barr et al. (2010) indicated that many tourists are 
extremely resistant to changing their flying behaviour and consider the freedom to 
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travel as an integral part of their lives.  More than 70% of respondents disagreed or 
strongly disagreed that the Government should introduce restrictions on visiting 
certain long-haul holiday destinations, whereas only 11% thought that the 
Government should do this.  There was strong resistance to the Government 
enforcing restrictions on respondents’ holiday decisions and their freedom of 
choice.  These findings are consistent with Becken (2007) and Randles and Mander 
(2009) who found that tourists in their studies were also strongly opposed to the 
idea of potential future quotas limiting air travel.  A reluctance to change lifestyles 
was also identified as a significant barrier to engaging with climate change by 
Stoll-Kleemann et al. (2001) and Lorenzoni et al. (2007).  In Lorenzoni et al.’s 
(2007) study, participants believed that making changes to their lifestyle to reduce 
climate change impacts would result in significant personal sacrifices in terms of 
living standards and social image. 
 
The significance value for the correlation coefficient in the Spearman’s rho test 
was <.001 (see Appendix 7.4), so it can be concluded that there is a significant 
relationship between the responses to the statements ‘I am prepared to make 
substantial changes to the way I take holidays for climate change reasons’ and ‘The 
Government should introduce restrictions on tourists visiting certain long-haul 
holiday destinations’.  The correlation coefficient was .46, suggesting a positive 
relationship between the two variables.     
 
7.2.5 Self-efficacy 
 
The fifth internal barrier examined is self-efficacy (Table 7.5). 
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Table 7.5: Self-efficacy 
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Any actions an individual tourist can 
take will be insignificant on a global 
problem like climate change 
610 14.1 35.1 21.8 25.1 3.9 2.70 
By taking fewer flights a year I will 
reduce my impact on climate change 
605 10.2 47.3 26.4 12.4 3.6 2.52 
 
The responses to these two statements might at first appear somewhat 
contradictory.  Half of the respondents (50%) agreed or strongly agreed that any 
actions an individual tourist takes will be insignificant on climate change, whilst 
58% of respondents felt that by taking fewer flights a year they would reduce their 
impact on climate change.  In other words, respondents felt that they have the 
power to influence their own personal contributions to climate change, but viewed 
their individual impacts as being negligible overall in contributing to a global 
problem.  In this situation, self-efficacy is a barrier to action as although 
respondents may feel they have some control over their own individual impacts, 
they do not see the need to do so as they consider their contribution to climate 
change as being insignificant or miniscule.  Self-efficacy has been identified as a 
barrier to engaging with climate change and pro-environmental behaviours in 
previous studies (Blake 1999; Stoll-Kleemann et al. 2001; Kollmuss and Agyeman 
2002; Anable et al. 2006).  In a holiday context, Shaw and Thomas (2006) 
discovered a belief amongst study participants that tourists, as individuals, could 
do very little to reduce the carbon emissions from air travel. 
 
In the Spearman’s rho test, the significance value for the correlation coefficient 
was <.001 (see Appendix 7.5).  It can be concluded that there is a significant 
relationship between the responses to the two statements in Table 7.5.  The 
correlation coefficient was -.25, suggesting a weak negative relationship between 
the two variables.     
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7.2.6 Reliance on technology to solve the problem 
 
A reliance on technology to solve the climate change problem is the sixth internal 
barrier analysed (Table 7.6). 
 
Table 7.6: Reliance on technology to solve the problem 
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Aeroplanes will be invented whose 
emissions do not contribute to climate 
change 
616 8.0 26.6 49.8 12.5 3.1 2.76 
Scientists will find a way to prevent 
climate change from happening 
613 2.3 13.9 50.4 24.8 8.6 3.24 
 
For both of these statements, half of all respondents were uncertain about whether 
technological developments and innovations would ultimately solve the climate 
change problem.  More than a third of respondents (35%) were confident that 
aeroplanes will be invented whose emissions do not contribute to climate change.  
However, a smaller proportion of respondents (16%) believed that scientists will 
find a way to prevent climate change from happening.  In contrast with the findings 
of Stoll-Kleemann et al. (2001) and Lorenzoni et al. (2007), ‘Reliance on 
technology to solve the problem’ was not a substantial denial mechanism for the 
respondents in this research when it comes to engaging with climate change. 
 
The Spearman’s rho test yielded a significance value for the correlation coefficient 
of <.001, meaning that there is a significant relationship between the responses to 
the statements ‘Aeroplanes will be invented whose emissions do not contribute to 
climate change’ and ‘Scientists will find a way to prevent climate change from 
happening’ (see Appendix 7.6).  The correlation coefficient was .30, suggesting a 
positive relationship between the two variables.     
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7.2.7 Habits 
 
The seventh internal barrier investigated was habits and the role of past behaviour 
(Table 7.7). 
 
Table 7.7: Habits 
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I automatically think of flying when 
planning the travel part of my holidays 
612 19.1 41.7 4.6 29.1 5.6 2.60 
I usually explore alternatives to air travel 
when planning holidays 
612 6.4 25.8 13.7 45.3 8.8 3.24 
 
The majority of respondents (61%) stated they automatically think of flying when 
planning their holidays.  Over half of respondents (54%) disagreed or strongly 
disagreed with the statement ‘I usually explore alternatives to air travel when 
planning holidays’.  As Randles and Mander (2009) have previously suggested, 
flying appears to have become a habit for the majority of tourists.  As a result, the 
automatic assumption of using air travel as the mode of transport is a substantial 
barrier to tourists reducing their impacts on climate change.  This finding supports 
the view of Kollmuss and Agyeman (2002) and Anable et al. (2006) that habits and 
past behaviour is a strong impediment to pro-environmental behavioural change. 
 
A Spearman’s rho test was conducted on the statements in Table 7.7.  The 
significance value for the correlation coefficient was <.001 (see Appendix 7.7), 
therefore it can be concluded that there is a significant relationship between the 
responses to the two statements.  The correlation coefficient was -.55, suggesting a 
strong negative relationship between the two variables.   
 
7.2.8 Protecting the environment in other ways 
 
The eighth, and final, internal barrier analysed is ‘Protecting the environment in 
other ways’ (Table 7.8). 
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Table 7.8: Protecting the environment in other ways 
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Holidays are special and different to my 
normal everyday life so I don’t need to 
worry about their impacts on climate 
change 
612 5.1 21.2 28.6 38.9 6.2 3.20 
If I try to reduce my carbon footprint in 
my home life then the impacts my 
holidays have on climate change don’t 
matter so much  
609 3.6 22.5 35.5 35.6 2.8 3.11 
 
There were very similar levels of agreement and disagreement with the two 
statements shown in Table 7.8.  Just over a quarter of respondents (26%) agreed or 
strongly agreed with both statements ‘Holidays are special and different to my 
normal everyday life so I don’t need to worry about their impacts on climate 
change’ and ‘If I try to reduce my carbon footprint in my home life then the 
impacts my holidays have on climate change don’t matter so much’.  Although this 
was not the strongest barrier to action identified in this research, the results support 
the view of Becken (2007) that some tourists believe climate change mitigation 
should focus solely on the home environment and not on holidays, and the findings 
of Randles and Mander (2009), Barr et al. (2010), and Cohen and Higham (2011) 
that some people justify the climate change impacts of their overseas holidays by 
demonstrating an engagement in pro-environmental behaviours around the home.  
 
The results of a Spearman’s rho test produced a significance value for the 
correlation coefficient of <.001 (see Appendix 7.8), meaning that there is a 
significant relationship between the responses to the two statements.  The 
correlation coefficient was .28, suggesting a weak positive relationship between 
the two variables.  As the percentages of respondents agreeing and disagreeing 
with the two statements in Table 7.8 are so similar, a larger correlation coefficient 
may have been expected in the Spearman’s rho test than the one that was actually 
calculated. 
  
186 
 
7.2.9 Summary of the internal barriers 
 
The analysis of the responses to the statements show that the most powerful 
internal barriers to action are a ‘Reluctance to change holiday lifestyles’, ‘Habits’ 
and ‘Self-efficacy’.  Many respondents expressed a view that they were not 
prepared to make changes to the way they take holidays in order to reduce their 
impacts on climate change.  The fact that flying has become a habit for the 
majority of respondents and they automatically assume that they will use air travel 
to get to their holiday destination is a major obstacle to overcome in order to 
reduce the tourism industry’s impact on climate change.  There was also a feeling 
that the climate change contributions of an individual tourist were negligible on 
such a large, global problem.  To a slightly lesser extent, a belief that protecting the 
environment in other ways, particularly in everyday home life, means that the 
climate change impacts of holidays can be dismissed is also a substantial barrier to 
action for many of these respondents. 
 
Spearman’s rho tests were conducted on each pair of statements relating to the 
internal barriers.  For all but one of the barriers (Denial of personal responsibility), 
there was a significant relationship between the responses to the two statements.  
In all seven cases where there was a significant relationship between responses, the 
direction of that relationship showed that respondents were consistent in their 
views across the two statements.  This helps to confirm that the pair of statements 
used for each internal barrier was measuring the same thing. 
 
 
7.3 EXTERNAL BARRIERS TO ACTION 
 
Four potential external barriers to action were identified from the literature review 
and focus group research.  Two statements relating to each identified external 
barrier were included in the questionnaire.  Section 7.3 contains an analysis of the 
responses to these statements. 
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7.3.1 Lack of political action 
 
The first external barrier examined is ‘Lack of political action’ (Table 7.9). 
 
Table 7.9: Lack of political action 
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The Government is not doing enough to 
tackle climate change 
616 13.8 36.0 32.5 15.9 1.8 2.56 
MPs cannot expect the general public to 
take climate change seriously when 
they own second homes, drive big cars 
and take lots of flights 
616 42.9 44.2 6.2 6.2 0.6 1.78 
 
Half (50%) of respondents agreed or strongly agreed that the Government is not 
doing enough to tackle climate change.  When it comes to the actions of MPs 
(Members of Parliament), rather than the Government, there is an even stronger 
belief that politicians should be doing more to tackle climate change.  As 
Lorenzoni et al. (2007) also found in their study, a perceived lack of political 
action is a barrier to engaging with climate change for many respondents in this 
research.  Respondents can justify their decisions not to change their holiday 
behaviour to reduce their impact on climate change by blaming the Government 
for a lack of action and failing to set an example.  A number of authors, such as 
Becken (2007), Gössling et al. (2009), and Cohen et al. (2011), have also found 
that tourists place the responsibility for mitigating the climate change impacts of 
flights and holidays on governments and other organisations, rather than with 
individual tourists. 
 
A Spearman’s rho test was conducted and the significance value for the correlation 
coefficient was <.001 (see Appendix 7.9), so it can be concluded that there is a 
significant relationship between the responses to the two statements in Table 7.9.  
The correlation coefficient was .20, suggesting a weak positive relationship 
between the two variables.     
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7.3.2 Lack of action by business and industry 
 
‘Lack of action by business and industry’ is the second external barrier (Table 
7.10). 
 
Table 7.10: Lack of action by business and industry 
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Businesses in the tourism industry 
should do more to tackle climate 
change 
615 9.1 49.3 31.7 8.1 1.8 2.44 
Airlines rather than passengers should 
be responsible for paying environmental 
taxes 
616 15.3 46.3 20.9 15.4 2.1 2.43 
 
More than half of respondents (58%) agreed or strongly agreed that businesses in 
the tourism industry should do more to tackle climate change.  The second 
statement was more specific in questioning whether respondents believed industry 
or consumers should be responsible for climate change mitigation.  Again, more 
than half of respondents (62%) agreed or strongly agreed that airlines rather than 
passengers should be responsible for paying environmental taxes.  This finding is 
consistent with previous studies (Becken 2007; Gössling et al. 2009) that 
discovered a conviction amongst tourists that dealing with the environmental 
impacts of aviation is the responsibility of airlines rather than individual travellers.  
A perceived lack of action by business and industry is a barrier for many 
respondents in this study, with more than half of them apportioning responsibility 
for tackling climate change to businesses in the tourism industry rather than 
accepting responsibility themselves. 
 
A Spearman’s rho test yielded a significance value for the correlation coefficient of 
<.001 (see Appendix 7.10), meaning that there is a significant relationship between 
the responses to the statements ‘Businesses in the tourism industry should do more 
to tackle climate change’ and ‘Airlines rather than passengers should be 
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responsible for paying environmental taxes’.  The correlation coefficient was .23, 
suggesting a weak positive relationship between the two variables.   
 
7.3.3 Social dilemmas 
 
The third external barrier examined is ‘Social dilemmas’ (Table 7.11). 
 
Table 7.11 Social dilemmas 
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If a few people begin to change their 
holiday behaviour others will follow 
612 3.8 27.8 32.4 29.2 6.9 3.08 
Even if people living in the UK change 
their holiday behaviour, people in other 
countries will not change theirs 
617 17.0 48.0 26.3 8.4 0.3 2.27 
 
Respondents were divided almost equally into thirds with regards their levels of 
agreement with the first statement in Table 7.11, with 32% agreeing or strongly 
agreeing, 32% stating they were uncertain, and 36% disagreeing or strongly 
disagreeing.  There was a clearer pattern of views regarding the second statement, 
with almost two thirds of respondents (65%) agreeing or strongly agreeing that 
‘Even if people living in the UK change their holiday behaviour, people in other 
countries will not change theirs’.  Such a high level of agreement with this second 
statement suggests that social dilemmas are a substantial barrier to action in 
changing holiday behaviour.  Tourists will see less reason to change their holiday 
behaviour to reduce their carbon footprint if they believe that other people will not 
change their behaviour.  These findings are consistent with previous studies, for 
example Stoll-Kleemann et al. (2001), Anable et al. (2006) and Lorenzoni et al. 
(2007), which have all identified social dilemmas and the free-rider problem as a 
substantial barrier to changing behaviour in order to reduce climate change 
impacts. 
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A Spearman’s rho test was conducted on the statements in Table 7.10 and the 
significance value for the correlation coefficient was <.001 (see Appendix 7.11).  It 
can be concluded that there is a significant relationship between the responses to 
the statements ‘If a few people begin to change their holiday behaviour others will 
follow’ and ‘Even if people living in the UK change their holiday behaviour, 
people in other countries will not change theirs’.  The correlation coefficient 
derived was -.19, suggesting a weak negative relationship between the two 
variables, which is to be expected given the mixed responses to the first statement.   
 
7.3.4 Social norms 
 
The fourth, and final, external barrier identified from the literature and focus group 
research was ‘Social norms’ (Table 7.12). 
 
Table 7.12: Social norms 
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Going on overseas holidays is a normal 
thing to do 
612 14.5 58.2 7.4 18.0 2.0 2.35 
I like talking to my friends and family 
about the places I have visited on 
overseas holidays 
612 15.5 63.4 8.0 11.6 1.5 2.20 
 
Almost three quarters of respondents (73%) agreed or strongly agreed that going 
on overseas holidays is a normal thing to do and a slightly higher proportion (79%) 
agreed or strongly agreed that they like talking to friends and families about their 
overseas holidays.  The responses to these statements indicate that social norms 
and expectations to consume are a barrier to changing holiday behaviour for the 
majority of respondents.  Lorenzoni et al. (2007) have also argued that frequent 
long-haul holidays and short breaks are influenced by societal pressures and 
expectations to consume. 
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As the Spearman’s rho test yielded a significance value for the correlation 
coefficient of <.001 (see Appendix 7.12), it can be concluded that there is a 
significant relationship between the responses to the statements ‘Going on overseas 
holidays is a normal thing to do’ and ‘I like talking to my friends and family about 
the places I have visited on overseas holidays’.  The correlation coefficient was 
.31, suggesting a positive relationship between the two variables. 
 
7.3.5 Summary of the external barriers 
 
The responses to the statements indicate that all four of the external barriers 
identified from the literature and focus group research are powerful barriers to 
behavioural change in a holiday context.  Not only did more than half of 
respondents agree there is a lack of action by politicians and businesses in the 
tourism industry in tackling climate change, they also expressed a view that the 
responsibility for mitigating the impacts of air travel on climate change lies with 
the airlines rather than with themselves and fellow air passengers.  There are also 
powerful social norms and expectations to consume when it comes to overseas 
holidays, which enforce current holiday patterns and act against behavioural 
change. 
 
The Spearman’s rho tests conducted on the responses to the statements for each 
external barrier were all significant.  The direction of the correlation coefficient for 
each barrier indicated that respondents were answering each pair of statements 
consistently, although in most situations the strength of the correlation coefficient 
was quite weak. 
 
 
7.4 STRUCTURAL BARRIERS TO ACTION 
 
The Social Practices Model (Spaargaren 2003) highlights the important role that 
systems of provision play in potential behavioural change.  In addition to the 
internal and external barriers encountered by tourists, there are also structural 
barriers within the tourism industry (see Chapter 3).  These structural barriers have 
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been grouped into two sets of constraints in this study and, as with the internal and 
external barriers, have been informed by the literature review and the focus group 
research.  The first set of barriers is instrumental factors, such as time, cost and 
convenience etc.  The second set of barriers is situational, or contextual, factors. 
 
7.4.1 Instrumental barriers 
 
The statements that were included in the questionnaire relating to instrumental 
barriers focused specifically on the transport aspect of holidays (Table 7.13).  As 
discussed in Chapter 2, air travel is not only the most popular mode of transport for 
overseas holidays from the UK; it also dominates the tourism industry’s 
contribution to climate change. 
 
Table 7.13: Instrumental barriers 
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Flying is the fastest way to travel to 
overseas holiday destinations 
619 52.3 40.7 4.2 2.6 0.2 1.56 
Flying is the cheapest way to travel to 
overseas holiday destinations 
617 19.4 33.2 29.2 16.5 1.6 2.47 
Flying is more convenient than travelling 
by train or coach to overseas holiday 
destinations 
617 33.2 47.2 9.6 9.6 0.5 1.96 
Travelling by train or coach to overseas 
holiday destinations takes too much 
time 
613 27.9 48.9 8.5 14.5 0.2 2.10 
I would take the train to holiday 
destinations in Europe if the ticket 
prices and travel time were the same as 
flying 
616 27.1 45.5 15.6 9.7 2.1 2.15 
 
The vast majority of respondents (93%) agreed or strongly agreed that flying is the 
fastest way to travel to overseas holiday destinations.  Over three quarters of 
respondents (77%) also agreed or strongly agreed that travelling by train or coach 
takes too much time.  Time factors are a strong barrier acting against the adoption 
of alternative transport modes to air travel for the majority of respondents.   
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In addition, four fifths of respondents (80%) agreed or strongly agreed that flying 
is more convenient than travelling by train or coach on overseas holidays.  Not 
only do the majority of respondents view air travel as being faster than other 
transport modes, they also consider it a more convenient option.  A smaller 
proportion of respondents, but still just over half (53%), agreed or strongly agreed 
that flying is the cheapest way to reach their overseas holiday destinations.  The 
perceived higher cost of alternative transport modes is also a barrier to changing 
holiday behaviour for more than half of respondents. 
 
The instrumental barriers of perceived time and cost superiority with air travel are 
reinforced by responses to the fifth statement in Table 7.13.  Almost three quarters 
of respondents (73%) agreed or strongly agreed that they would use trains to travel 
to holiday destinations in Europe if the ticket prices and travel time were the same 
as flying.  As Kollmuss and Agyeman (2002) identified, time and cost savings act 
as powerful incentives that can override social and environmental values. 
 
7.4.2 Situational barriers 
 
The second structural barrier is situational factors.  The five statements in Table 
7.14 address a number of potential situational constraints in the tourism industry.  
These constraints are not limited to transport options, as with the instrumental 
barriers discussed in section 7.4.1, but also concern accommodation providers and 
tourism intermediaries. 
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Table 7.14: Situational barriers 
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For most overseas holiday destinations, 
flying is the only realistic travel option 
616 37.7 45.3 7.8 8.8 0.5 1.90 
Alternatives to flying are not offered by 
travel agents and tour operators 
615 14.5 36.7 32.2 15.0 1.6 2.52 
When planning holidays, the carbon 
footprint of different holidays is not 
made clear to tourists 
614 24.1 54.9 19.2 1.5 0.3 1.99 
It is easy to find out which hotels 
attempt to minimise their environmental 
impacts 
614 2.1 6.7 36.5 42.8 11.9 3.56 
Companies operating in the tourism 
industry want tourists to change the way 
they take holidays in order to reduce the 
impacts on climate change 
613 2.3 3.8 40.1 40.3 13.5 3.60 
 
Responses to the first statement in Table 7.14 are consistent with the views 
expressed in Section 7.4.1.  The vast majority of respondents (83%) agree or 
strongly agree that ‘For most overseas holiday destinations, flying is the only 
realistic travel option’.  Related to the first statement, the second statement seeks to 
elicit respondents’ views on whether alternative transport modes to air travel are 
offered by travel intermediaries.  Over half of respondents (51%) agreed or 
strongly agreed with the statement ‘Alternatives to flying are not offered by travel 
agents and tour operators’.  If travel agents and tour operators are not offering 
alternative transport modes to customers, as more than half of respondents believe, 
then this will reinforce the view in the first statement of Table 7.14 that flying is 
the only option for most overseas holiday destinations.  These findings support the 
opinion of Kollmuss and Agyeman (2002) and Anable et al. (2006) that enabling 
infrastructure is essential to behavioural change and that without it situational 
barriers are likely to be extremely powerful.  
 
The vast majority of respondents (79%) agreed or strongly agreed that ‘When 
planning holidays, the carbon footprint of different holidays is not made clear to 
tourists’.  Only 2% of respondents disagreed or strongly disagreed with this 
statement.  According to respondents, the tourism industry is not providing 
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information on the carbon footprint of different holidays.  Whilst carbon 
calculations for a complete holiday package could be quite complicated and 
involve some estimation, details of the carbon footprints of the various transport 
modes would be more straightforward to provide.  A very small proportion of 
respondents (9%) agreed or strongly agreed that ‘It is easy to find out which hotels 
attempt to minimise their environmental impacts’.  More than half of respondents 
(55%) disagreed or strongly disagreed with the statement.  An even smaller 
proportion (6%) agreed or strongly agreed that ‘Companies operating in the 
tourism industry want tourists to change the way they take holidays in order to 
reduce the impacts on climate change’.  Again, more than half of respondents 
(54%) disagreed or strongly disagreed with this statement, and a further 40% were 
uncertain.  The tourism industry could certainly do more in the eyes of respondents 
to address the climate change impacts of holiday.  Whilst presenting tourists with 
information on the carbon footprint of transport modes and publishing information 
on the efforts made by hotels to minimise their carbon footprint may not 
necessarily lead to a change in tourists’ holiday behaviour, the current situation, 
where the industry is seen to be unengaged with climate change, is a barrier to 
action as it is reinforcing the view in respondents minds that they also do not need 
to worry about the climate change impacts of holidays. 
 
7.4.3 Summary of structural barriers 
 
Both instrumental factors and situational factors present extremely strong barriers 
to action when it comes to tourists changing their holiday behaviour.  The vast 
majority of respondents considered flying as the fastest and most convenient 
transport mode for travelling to overseas holiday destinations.  More than half of 
respondents also believe that air travel is cheaper than other transport modes.  
These perceived advantages with air travel act as strong barriers to tourists 
changing their holiday behaviour to reduce their impacts on climate change.  
According to the views of the vast majority of respondents, there are also a number 
of situational factors working against behavioural change.  Tourism intermediaries, 
accommodation providers and transport operators could all do more to encourage 
behavioural change by providing more information on products and promoting 
alternative travel options to flying.  An additional situational barrier is the 
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perception amongst the majority of respondents that companies operating in the 
tourism industry do not want them to change their holiday behaviour to reduce 
impacts on climate change.  The strength of these instrumental and situational 
barriers in a tourism and climate change context demonstrates the appropriateness 
and relevance of the Social Practices Model (Spaargaren 2003) to this study.  With 
its emphasis on structural constraints in society, in addition to individual agency to 
act, the Social Practices Model provides an encompassing theoretical framework 
for examining barriers preventing changes in holiday behaviour. 
 
 
7.5 FACTOR ANALYSIS 
 
The internal, external and structural barriers to action have been examined in the 
previous sections of this chapter.  In total, 14 potentially relevant barriers were 
identified from the literature review and focus group research.  These 14 barriers 
were addressed in the questionnaire using 34 attitude statements in questions 11, 
12 and 13.  An exploratory factor analysis was conducted on these 34 statements as 
a data reduction technique to extract a smaller number of latent variables 
(Rogerson 2001).  The goal of factor analysis is to reduce a data set from a large 
group of interrelated variables to a smaller set of factors, which is achieved by 
explaining the maximum amount of common variance in a correlation matrix using 
the smallest number of explanatory constructs (Field 2009).  The data reduction is 
achieved by identifying variables that correlate highly with a group of other 
variables, but do not correlate with other variables outside of that group, thus 
reducing the variables down to their underlying dimensions.  Principal component 
analysis (PCA) was the method of factor analysis chosen.  PCA was selected as it 
is the most commonly used form of exploratory factor analysis and is the most 
appropriate for cross-sectional research studies (Giles 2002).  According to 
Tabachnick and Fidell (2001), PCA is the most appropriate factor analysis method 
for the researcher who is primarily interested in reducing a large number of 
variables down to a smaller number of components.  Before conducting the factor 
analysis, variables were reverse scored where appropriate in order that low scores 
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reflect a negative attitude towards a statement and high scores reflect a positive 
attitude. 
 
When running a factor analysis, it is ultimately down to the researcher to decide 
the number of factors to extract.  There are a number of criteria on which the 
decision can be based.  One commonly applied method is to use Kaiser’s criterion, 
whereby all factors with eigenvalues greater than 1 are retained.  Another option is 
to examine a scree plot of the eigenvalues and to extract the number of factors up 
to, but not including, the inflexion point of the curve.  A third technique is to 
inspect the rotated component matrix and see which number of extracted factors 
provides the most interpretable solution.  Breakwell et al. (2000) suggest the 
researcher identifies the minimum and maximum number of factors, then carries 
out an analysis for each potential solution, and finally selects the solution that 
makes the most theoretical sense.  All three methods were used in this research 
when deciding the number of factors to extract. 
 
After the factors have been extracted, the next step in the process is factor rotation.  
The factors are rotated in order to facilitate interpretation of the results of the 
analysis (Kinnear and Gray 2010).  There are two types of rotation: orthogonal and 
oblique (Breakwell et al. 2000).  Orthogonal rotation should be used when the 
variables are uncorrelated and oblique rotation should be used when the variables 
are correlated (Kinnear and Gray 2010).  As the variables in the analysis are 
presumed to be independent and uncorrelated, orthogonal rotation was used.  There 
are many different methods of orthogonal rotation that can be employed.  Varimax 
rotation was used in this research, as it is widely recommended in the literature and 
simplifies the interpretation of the factors (Kline 1994; Giles 2002; Field 2009; 
Kinnear and Gray 2010).  The factor analysis was repeated using oblique rotation 
as a precaution.  As two statements were included for each internal and external 
barrier, and five statements for each structural barrier, there was a possibility that 
there could be some correlation (Field 2009).  The component correlation matrix 
was checked to make sure that correlations between factors were below 0.32, 
which they were (see Table 7.15).  Tabachnick and Fidell (2001) state that if 
correlations exceed 0.32 then there is 10% (or more) overlap in variance among 
factors, which is enough variance to warrant oblique rotation.   
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Table 7.15: Component correlation matrix 
 
Component 1 2 3 4 
1 1.000 -.219 -.072 -.038 
2 -.219 1.000 .015 -.066 
3 -.072 .015 1.000 -.072 
4 -.038 -.066 -.072 1.000 
 
Before proceeding with the factor analysis, the R-matrix was inspected to make 
sure that all 34 variables had at least one correlation of 0.3 and that 
multicollinearity in the component matrix was not present (Kinnear and Gray 
2010).  The suitability of the data for factor analysis was also assessed using 
Bartlett’s Test of Sphericity, which employs a chi-square statistic to test for the 
presence of correlations among the variables, and the Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin measure 
of sampling adequacy, which provides a measure of the extent that the variables 
belong together and are therefore appropriate for factor analysis.  As recommended 
by Field (2009), factor loadings of 0.4 were used as the cut-off point.   
 
An initial analysis was run to obtain eigenvalues for each factor in the data.  Eight 
factors had eigenvalues over Kaiser’s criterion of 1 and in combination explained 
55.9% of the variance (see Table 7.16).  The scree plot showed an inflexion point 
that justified retaining 4 factors (see Figure 7.1). 
 
Table 7.16: Factors with eigenvalues greater than 1 
 
Factor Eigenvalue % of Variance Cumulative % 
1 5.911 19.067 19.067 
2 3.279 10.576 29.643 
3 1.848 5.961 35.603 
4 1.741 5.615 41.218 
5 1.309 4.224 45.442 
6 1.169 3.771 49.213 
7 1.083 3.492 52.705 
8 1.002 3.231 55.937 
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Figure 7.1: Scree plot of eigenvalues 
 
PCA was conducted on the data set multiple times with 4, 5, 6, 7 and 8 factors 
extracted.  The purpose of this was to determine which number of factors provided 
the most robust and interpretable solution.  As the variables in the analysis are 
presumed to be unrelated, orthogonal rotation using a Varimax rotation method 
was employed.  The variables did not load well on the 6 factor, 7 factor and 8 
factor extractions.  In each case, a high number of variables either loaded on more 
than one factor or failed to load (meet the 0.4 criteria) on any of the factors.  The 
variables loaded in a more satisfactory manner on the 4 factor and 5 factor 
solutions.  The rotated component matrices for the 4 factor and 5 factor solutions 
were inspected and the 4 factor extraction provided the most robust and 
interpretable solution.  As the 4 factor solution meets Kaiser’s criterion, is before 
the point of inflexion in the scree plot, and offers the most interpretable solution in 
terms of the statements loading on each factor, it was therefore selected as the most 
appropriate factor extraction. 
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7.5.1 Results of four factor solution 
 
A PCA was conducted on the 34 variables and the number of factors extracted was 
set at four.  In the rotated component matrix, the cut-off for factor loadings was set 
at 0.4 as the literature suggests (Field 2009).  Thirty one of the thirty four variables 
loaded on just one of the four factors.  Three of the variables did not load on any of 
the four factors with a loading greater than or equal to 0.4.  These variables were 
excluded from the analysis and the analysis was run again.  The excluded variables 
were: 
 
- Other people’s holidays contribute more to climate change than my own 
- The Government should introduce restrictions on tourists visiting certain 
long-haul destinations 
- I would take the train to holiday destinations in Europe if the ticket prices 
and travel time were the same as flying 
 
A PCA was conducted on the 31 remaining variables with orthogonal rotation 
(Varimax).  The Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin measure verified the sampling adequacy for 
the analysis, KMO = 0.861.  The recommended minimum is 0.5 (Field 2009).  
Bartlett’s test of sphericity χ2(465) = 4620.06, p<0.001, indicated that correlations 
between items were sufficiently large for PCA.  The four factors explained 41.2% 
of the variance.  The recommended minimum is 40% (Field 2009).  The 31 
variables each loaded on just one of the four factors. 
 
The four factor solution was run again applying an oblique rotation.  The Direct 
Oblimin method of oblique rotation was used, as recommended in the literature 
(Kline 1994; Field 2009).  The component correlation matrix was checked to make 
sure that correlations between factors were below 0.32.  As all the correlation 
coefficients were below 0.32, orthogonal rotation is the appropriate rotation 
method. 
 
The rotated component matrix for the four factor solution using orthogonal rotation 
is presented in Table 7.17.  This table shows which of the four factors each 
variable (statement) loaded on. 
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Table 7.17: Rotated component matrix for four factor solution 
 
 Factor 
1 2 3 4 
I believe that climate change is a serious threat to the future of 
our planet 
.749    
I believe that my holidays have some affect on climate change .696    
I am prepared to make substantial changes to the way I take 
holidays for climate change reasons 
.692    
By taking fewer flights a year I will reduce my impact on climate 
change 
.651    
Businesses in the tourism industry should do more to tackle 
climate change 
-.643    
I try to minimise my carbon footprint .574    
I am interested in protecting the environment .571    
The Government is not doing enough to tackle climate change -.560    
If a few people begin to change their holiday behaviour others 
will follow 
.549    
Holidays are special and different to my normal everyday life so 
I don’t need to worry about their impacts on climate change 
.532    
Any actions an individual tourist can take will be insignificant on 
a global problem like climate change 
.495    
There is considerable debate amongst scientists as to whether 
climate change is happening 
.492    
I automatically think of flying when planning the travel part of my 
holidays 
 .763   
Flying is more convenient than travelling by train or coach to 
overseas holiday destinations 
 .755   
Travelling by train or coach to overseas holiday destinations 
takes too much time 
 .715   
For most overseas holiday destinations, flying is the only 
realistic travel option 
 .664   
Flying is the fastest way to travel to overseas holiday 
destinations 
 .616   
I usually explore alternatives to air travel when planning holidays  .569   
Flying is the cheapest way to travel to overseas holiday 
destinations 
 .557   
Going on overseas holidays is a normal thing to do  .525   
I like talking to my friends and family about the places I have 
visited on overseas holidays 
 .400   
MPs cannot expect the general public to take climate change 
seriously when they own second homes, drive big cars and take 
lots of flights 
  .604  
Airlines rather than passengers should be responsible for paying 
environmental taxes 
  .577  
Alternatives to flying are not offered by travel agents and tour 
operators 
  .507  
When planning holidays, the carbon footprint of different 
holidays is not made clear to tourists 
  .450  
Even if people living in the UK change their holiday behaviour, 
people in other countries will not change theirs 
  .414  
Companies operating in the tourism industry want tourists to 
change the way they take holidays in order to reduce the 
impacts on climate change 
   -.646 
Scientists will find a way to prevent climate change from 
happening 
   .589 
It is easy to find out which hotels attempt to minimise their 
environmental impacts 
   -.560 
Aeroplanes will be invented whose emissions do not contribute 
to climate change 
      .474 
If I try to reduce my carbon footprint in my home life then the 
impacts my holidays have on climate change don’t matter so 
much  
      .412 
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7.5.2 Interpretation of the factor analysis 
 
Factor loadings are regarded as high if they are greater than 0.6 (positive or 
negative sign is irrelevant) and moderately high if they are above 0.3 (Kline 1994).  
The statements loading on Factor 1 represent the largest share of variability in the 
data. 
 
Factor 1 (19% of variability) has high loadings on items related to internal 
barriers, in particular lack of knowledge about climate change, lack of 
environmental values, reluctance to change holiday lifestyles and self-efficacy. 
Factor 2 (11% of variability) has high loadings on items related to instrumental 
barriers connected with the benefits of flying and the internal barrier of air travel as 
an automatic habit. 
Factor 3 (6% of variability) has high loadings on items related to external barriers, 
in particular apportioning the responsibility for climate change on others 
(governments, the tourism industry and people in other countries). 
Factor 4 (6% of variability) has high loadings on items related to situational 
barriers and a reliance on technology to solve the climate change problem. 
 
The 14 barriers identified from the literature review and focus group research have 
been reduced to four latent variables in the factor analysis (see Table 7.18).  Factor 
1 represents a barrier at the individual (social-psychological) level, Factor 2 
represents a barrier connected to the dominant role of air travel in holidays, Factor 
3 represents a barrier apportioning the blame and responsibility for climate change 
on others, and Factor 4 represents a barrier of climate change denial. 
 
Table 7.18: Barriers to engaging with climate change in a holiday context 
derived from factor analysis 
 
Barrier 1 Social-psychological factors at the individual level preventing engagement 
with climate change 
Barrier 2 Air travel as habitual component of holidays 
Barrier 3 Blame and responsibility for climate change placed on others 
Barrier 4 Denial of climate change as a serious problem 
 
203 
 
7.6 CLUSTER ANALYSIS 
 
Cluster analysis was conducted on the 34 variables (statements) in questions 11, 12 
and 13 of the questionnaire.  Cluster analysis is a technique that can be used to 
identify groups of similar cases in data sets (Giles 2002).  The technique is 
frequently used to cluster people rather than variables (Breakwell et al. 2000). 
 
Approaches to cluster analysis can be categorised into two broad types; 
hierarchical and non-hierarchical methods.  Non-hierarchical cluster analysis 
begins with an a priori decision on the number of groups to form (Rogerson 2001).  
As there were no grounds on which to make a decision on the number of groups to 
select prior to the cluster analysis, the hierarchical approach was selected.  
Hierarchical methods start with n clusters (where n is the number of observations).  
At each stage of the process the closest pair of clusters is merged (Rogerson 2001).  
There are a number of different methods with which hierarchical cluster analysis 
can be performed (see, for example, Kaufman and Rousseeuw 1990).  Ward’s 
method of hierarchical cluster analysis was chosen as it is considered the best 
hierarchical method available (Hair et al. 2010).  In Ward’s hierarchical clustering 
method, union of every possible pair of clusters is considered and the two clusters 
whose fusion results in the minimum increase in an error sum-of-squares criterion 
are combined (Everitt 1993).  Although the 34 statements were all subject to the 
same 5-point scale, the data was standardised using Z-scores in order to account 
for the differences in standard deviations amongst the variables (Hair et al. 2010). 
 
A dendogram was used to establish the number of substantive clusters present 
within the data (Field 2000).  When deciding on the number of clusters, Rogerson 
(2001) recommends inspecting the dendogram for a large horizontal range where 
the number of clusters does not change.  This requires subjective judgement by the 
researcher.  The dendogram for this data suggested that there were either four or 
five substantive clusters (see Appendix 7.13). 
 
The cluster analysis was then run again twice.  In the first run, four clusters were 
specified, and in the second run five clusters were specified.  The cluster means for 
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each cluster for each of the 34 variables were then calculated and entered into 
tables.  The results of the four cluster solution (see Appendix 7.14) and the five 
cluster solution (see Appendix 7.15) were examined to see which solution offered 
the most interpretable and stable results.  In the four cluster solution, one large 
cluster accounted for 47% of the sample.  The five cluster solution split this large 
cluster into two smaller clusters.  There were clear differences between these two 
smaller clusters in relation to the 34 variables.  Therefore the five cluster solution 
was selected, as it offered the most comprehensible and robust solution. 
 
Clusters 2 and 1 were the largest groups of respondents.  The size of each cluster is 
shown in Table 7.19. 
 
Table 7.19: Number of respondents in each cluster 
 
Cluster Number of 
respondents 
Percentage 
1 141 25.5 
2 161 29.1 
3 97 17.5 
4 78 14.1 
5 77 13.9 
 
As well as calculating the cluster means for each of the 34 statements (see 
Appendix 7.15) the levels of agreement (% that agreed and strongly agreed) for 
each of the 5 clusters were also profiled against the attitude statements.  Tables 
7.20, 7.21 and 7.22 show levels of agreement by cluster with the statements 
relating to the internal, external and structural barriers respectively. 
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Table 7.20: Levels of agreement by cluster: Internal barriers 
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Lack of knowledge about climate change       
There is considerable debate amongst 
scientists as to whether climate change is 
happening 
75 58 58 56 91 66 
I believe that climate change is a serious 
threat to the future of our planet 
48 61 83 89 13 59 
Lack of environmental values       
I try to minimise my carbon footprint 41 48 59 76 13 47 
I am interested in protecting the environment 88 85 97 100 73 88 
Denial of personal responsibility       
I believe that my holidays have some affect 
on climate change 
45 61 79 83 16 57 
Other people’s holidays contribute more to 
climate change than my own 
26 29 12 56 3 26 
Reluctance to change holiday lifestyles       
I am prepared to make substantial changes 
to the way I take holidays for climate change 
reasons 
11 8 30 68 1 21 
The Government should introduce 
restrictions on tourists visiting certain long-
haul holiday destinations 
9 7 5 36 1 11 
Self-efficacy       
Any actions an individual tourist can take will 
be insignificant on a global problem like 
climate change 
45 58 21 39 79 49 
By taking fewer flights a year I will reduce my 
impact on climate change 
48 60 75 91 18 58 
Reliance on technology to solve the 
problem 
      
Aeroplanes will be invented whose 
emissions do not contribute to climate 
change 
36 36 21 28 48 35 
Scientists will find a way to prevent climate 
change from happening 
15 19 7 17 25 16 
Habits       
I automatically think of flying when planning 
the travel part of my holidays 
26 86 83 24 87 61 
I usually explore alternatives to air travel 
when planning holidays 
46 20 9 80 12 32 
Protecting the environment in other ways       
Holidays are special and different to my 
normal everyday life so I don’t need to worry 
about their impacts on climate change 
18 32 10 9 66 26 
If I try to reduce my carbon footprint in my 
home life then the impacts my holidays have 
on climate change don’t matter so much  
23 44 12 17 23 26 
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Table 7.21: Levels of agreement by cluster: External barriers 
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Lack of political action       
The Government is not doing enough to 
tackle climate change 
42 52 56 90 8 50 
MPs cannot expect the general public to take 
climate change seriously when they own 
second homes, drive big cars and take lots 
of flights 
76 89 92 94 87 87 
Lack of action by business and industry       
Businesses in the tourism industry should do 
more to tackle climate change 
52 58 75 96 5 58 
Airlines rather than passengers should be 
responsible for paying environmental taxes 
57 67 60 63 49 62 
Social dilemmas       
If a few people begin to change their holiday 
behaviour others will follow 
24 21 57 60 4 32 
Even if people living in the UK change their 
holiday behaviour, people in other countries 
will not change theirs 
60 77 45 58 79 65 
Social norms       
Going on overseas holidays is a normal thing 
to do 
55 86 74 53 96 73 
I like talking to my friends and family about 
the places I have visited on overseas 
holidays 
62 89 83 76 96 79 
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Table 7.22: Levels of agreement by cluster: Structural barriers 
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Instrumental barriers       
Flying is the fastest way to travel to 
overseas holiday destinations 
87 99 98 86 99 93 
Flying is the cheapest way to travel to 
overseas holiday destinations 
32 79 46 33 68 53 
Flying is more convenient than travelling by 
train or coach to overseas holiday 
destinations 
62 97 93 53 95 80 
Travelling by train or coach to overseas 
holiday destinations takes too much time 
61 96 84 54 87 77 
I would take the train to holiday destinations 
in Europe if the ticket prices and travel time 
were the same as flying 
75 70 71 92 57 73 
Situational barriers       
For most overseas holiday destinations, 
flying is the only realistic travel option 
70 98 84 68 94 83 
Alternatives to flying are not offered by travel 
agents and tour operators 
43 59 54 59 49 51 
When planning holidays, the carbon footprint 
of different holidays is not made clear to 
tourists 
74 82 91 91 62 79 
It is easy to find out which hotels attempt to 
minimise their environmental impacts 
6 9 8 17 5 9 
Companies operating in the tourism industry 
want tourists to change the way they take 
holidays in order to reduce the impacts on 
climate change 
2 7 1 14 7 6 
 
Statements were identified for each cluster where levels of agreement were either 
higher or lower compared with the other cluster groups.  These differences in 
levels of agreement with statements between clusters were used to establish the 
most prominent barriers.  Some of the barriers were salient for more than one 
cluster.  The most prominent barriers for each cluster are summarised in Table 
7.23.   
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Table 7.23: Summary of most prominent barriers for each cluster 
 
Cluster group N Most prominent barriers for each cluster 
 
Cluster 4 78 Lack of political action 
Lack of action by business and industry 
 
Cluster 3 97 Habits 
Lack of political action 
Lack of action by business and industry 
 
Cluster 1 141 Lack of knowledge about climate change 
Denial of personal responsibility 
Reluctance to change holiday lifestyles 
 
Cluster 2 161 Reluctance to change holiday lifestyles 
Self-efficacy 
Protecting the environment in other ways 
Social dilemmas 
Social norms 
Instrumental factors  
Situational factors 
 
Cluster 5 77 Lack of knowledge about climate change 
Lack of environmental values 
Denial of personal responsibility 
Reluctance to change holiday lifestyles 
Habits 
Protecting the environment in other ways 
Social dilemmas 
Social norms 
Instrumental factors 
Situational factors 
 
 
Cluster 4 is the group that identifies the least barriers to action in engaging with 
climate change in a holiday context.  After Cluster 4, Cluster 3 and Cluster 1 are 
the groups that identify fewer barriers to action.  Although three prominent barriers 
are identified for these two clusters, overall the levels of agreement with the 34 
statements indicate that Cluster 3 experiences fewer barriers to action than Cluster 
1.  Respondents in Cluster 5 identify the most barriers to action out of all the 
cluster groups.  There are a high number of barriers to overcome before 
respondents in Clusters 5 and 2 begin to change their holiday behaviour to reduce 
their impacts on climate change.  There are fewer barriers to address for Clusters 4 
and 3.  There is also commonality in the salient barriers for these two clusters.  The 
two major barriers for these two clusters are both external barriers.  Respondents in 
these clusters view a lack of action by the Government and businesses in the 
tourism industry as the most salient barriers to them changing their holiday 
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behaviour.  This suggests a more pro-active approach by the Government and 
tourism businesses in tackling tourism’s impacts on climate change could 
potentially lead to substantial changes in the holiday taking behaviour of these 
respondents. 
 
7.6.1 Profile of clusters 
 
In this section, the characteristics of each cluster are examined.  Data analysis of 
the questionnaire has been re-run for each individual cluster and the differences 
between clusters compared.  In Section 7.6.1, data in the tables has been presented 
in a way that the cluster with the least number of barriers to action (Cluster 4) 
appears first.  The clusters are then ordered in terms of the increasing number of 
barriers to action each group identified.  The cluster with the largest number of 
barriers to action (Cluster 5) appears last.  This has been done so it is clearer to see, 
when comparing the clusters, how many barriers each group identified.  The first 
item investigated is the number of overseas holidays taken in the last 3 years. 
 
Table 7.24: Number of overseas holidays taken in the last 3 years by cluster 
 
 Cluster 
4 
Cluster 
3 
Cluster 
1 
Cluster 
2 
Cluster 
5 
Mean number of overseas 
holidays taken in the last 3 
years 
 
2.4 
 
3.1 
 
2.8 
 
3.2 
 
4.3 
 
In Table 7.24, Cluster 4 (the cluster with the least number of barriers to action) had 
the lowest mean number of overseas holidays taken in the last 3 years and Cluster 
5 (the cluster with the highest number of barriers to action) had the highest mean 
number of overseas holidays taken during this period.  The other clusters had 
similar means to each other for the number of overseas holidays taken in the last 3 
years. 
 
Question 7 of the questionnaire asked ‘When planning your holidays, do you think 
about the impacts your holidays might have on climate change?’.  Only a very 
small minority of respondents (8%) answered ‘yes’ to this question.  Table 7.25 
breaks down the yes and no responses to this question by cluster. 
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Table 7.25: When planning your holidays, do you think about the impacts 
your holidays might have on climate change? 
 
 Cluster 4 Cluster 3 Cluster 1 Cluster 2 Cluster 5 
Yes % 30 3 7 4 1 
No % 71 97 93 96 99 
 
Cluster 4 had by far the highest proportion of members (30%) saying that they did 
think about the impacts their holidays might have on climate change when 
planning their holidays compared with all of the other clusters.  Only 1% of people 
in Cluster 5 answered ‘yes’ to this question. 
 
In the questionnaire, respondents that answered ‘no’ to question 7 were asked to 
state their levels of agreement with a number of statements relating to their 
thoughts on climate change and holidays.  The responses to these statements by 
cluster are presented in Table 7.26. 
 
Table 7.26: Levels of agreement by cluster: Views on holidays and climate 
change impacts 
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Thoughts on climate change impacts just don’t 
enter my mind when planning holidays 
64 81 75 85 92 
I do not consider climate change impacts as 
being important when planning my holidays 
50 56 68 79 95 
I do not know how climate change is linked with 
holidays 
20 23 26 38 45 
My holidays do not have any impact on climate 
change 
15 10 21 17 53 
Thoughts about climate change are in the back of 
my mind but do not influence my holiday 
decisions 
80 60 65 70 57 
 
There was a general pattern for the first four statements in Table 7.26 in that levels 
of agreement with the statements increased in line with the number of barriers to 
action identified for each cluster.  Cluster 4 had the lowest levels of agreement 
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with the first three statements in Table 7.26 and Cluster 5 had the highest levels of 
agreement with the first four statements.   
 
The demographic characteristics of each cluster were also examined.  The gender, 
age and level of education profile for each cluster were compared.  The first 
demographic studied was gender (see Table 7.27). 
 
Table 7.27: Gender by cluster membership 
 
 Cluster 4 Cluster 3 Cluster 1 Cluster 2 Cluster 5 
Male  % 41 27 46 47 62 
Female % 59 73 54 53 38 
 
Cluster 5 is the only cluster to have a higher proportion of males to females.  This 
is also the cluster whose members identified the most barriers to action compared 
to the other clusters.  The clusters that identified the least number of barriers to 
action have higher proportions of females to males and this is particularly the case 
for Cluster 3. 
 
The age profiles of the clusters were examined and the results are shown in Table 
7.28. 
 
Table 7.28: Age group by cluster membership 
 
 Cluster 4 Cluster 3 Cluster 1 Cluster 2 Cluster 5 
16-24 % 3 5 1 3 1 
25-34 % 12 15 2 16 5 
35-44 % 26 25 18 23 13 
45-54 % 21 26 16 21 26 
55-64 % 21 9 27 16 27 
65-74 % 12 13 22 13 12 
75+ % 7 7 13 9 16 
 
Cluster 4 (41%) and Cluster 3 (45%) have a higher proportion of members aged 
under 45 compared with Cluster 5 (19%).  All of the groups, however, have more 
than half their members aged 45 and over, reflecting the age profile of the sample 
as a whole (see Section 6.2.1). 
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The highest level of education completed by members of each clusters are shown 
in Table 7.29. 
 
Table 7.29: Highest level of education completed by cluster membership 
 
 Cluster 4 Cluster 3 Cluster 1 Cluster 2 Cluster 5 
No formal 
qualifications % 
0 4 18 10 12 
O-Level/ CSE/ 
GCSE % 
19 28 25 22 12 
A-Level or 
equivalent % 
14 16 16 15 8 
Higher National 
Diploma or 
equivalent % 
12 9 11 17 18 
University degree or 
equivalent % 
32 26 15 21 30 
Post-graduate 
qualification % 
21 14 14 11 18 
Other % 3 4 2 6 3 
 
There are no clear differences between the clusters with regards to the highest level 
of education completed.  All the members of Cluster 4 have some level of formal 
qualification, whereas 12% of people in Cluster 5 have no formal qualifications.  
There is very little difference between Clusters 4 and 5, though, in terms of the 
proportion of members with university degrees and post-graduate qualifications.  
The clusters that identified the least number of barriers to action (Cluster 4) and the 
most barriers to action (Cluster 5) are the two clusters with the highest proportion 
of university graduates, with approximately half of each cluster consisting of 
members who hold a degree (53% and 48% respectively). 
 
The clusters were also examined in relation to their members’ opinions on the size 
of the climate change contributions of various factors.  These factors concerned 
general everyday items (question 5 of the questionnaire) and items associated more 
specifically to holidays (question 6 of the questionnaire).  The tables showing 
opinions on the size of the contributions for each cluster can be seen in Appendix 
7.16.   
 
With regards to the size of the contributions of the general everyday activities, 
Table 7.30 presents the means of the clusters for each factor and is included to help 
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provide a clearer understanding of the discussion of the clusters that follows the 
table.  The lower the mean score, the larger the perceived size of the contribution 
to climate change of each activity. 
 
Table 7.30: Views on the size of the contribution of various factors to climate 
change by cluster 
 
 
Contribution to climate 
change 
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Flying/air travel 599 1.59 1.66 2.17 2.12 3.28 2.13 
Food imported to the UK from 
overseas countries 
602 2.01 2.25 2.53 2.44 3.11 2.45 
Driving a car 597 2.05 2.16 2.65 2.37 3.54 2.51 
Packaging on products  599 2.52 2.47 2.87 2.61 3.47 2.73 
Going on holidays overseas 600 2.45 2.37 2.91 2.68 3.82 2.78 
Heating homes 604 2.37 2.71 2.94 2.77 3.63 2.86 
Use of electrical products in 
home 
602 2.91 3.02 3.39 3.13 4.07 3.25 
Using public transport 599 3.25 3.03 3.39 3.22 3.80 3.31 
Using aerosol cans 590 3.27 2.96 3.19 3.53 3.92 3.34 
 
Cluster 4 viewed the contribution of ‘Flying/air travel’ to climate change as larger 
than any of the other clusters, with 59% of respondents considering the 
contribution to be very large and a further 29% viewing the contribution to be 
large.  Cluster 4 also considered the contribution of ‘Heating homes’ to climate 
change to be larger than any of the other clusters, and viewed it as the fourth 
largest contributor out of all the activities listed.  Cluster 4 appears to have a good 
understanding of contributions to climate change.  This cluster had the lowest 
means for all of the activities listed, thus it viewed the contributions of each 
activity to climate change as being larger compared with all the other clusters. 
 
Over half (51%) of respondents in Cluster 3 viewed the contribution of ‘Flying/air 
travel’ to climate change to be very large, and a further 36% considered the 
contribution to be large.  Cluster 3 also considered ‘Using aerosol cans’ to have a 
larger contribution to climate change than ‘Using public transport’ and ‘Use of 
electrical products in home’, which suggests some confusion amongst the members 
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of this cluster with regards climate change impacts and other environmental 
impacts.  The means are slightly lower for all items compared with ‘All 
respondents’, thus Cluster 3 considers the contributions of the different items to 
climate change to be larger than the average for ‘All respondents’. 
 
The responses of Cluster 1 are similar to the responses for ‘All respondents’ in that 
the ordering given to the different items based on the size of their perceived 
contribution are the same for the first six items in the table.  A difference is that 
Cluster 1 viewed the contribution of ‘Using aerosol cans’ as larger than the 
contributions of ‘Use of electrical products in home’ and ‘Using public transport’, 
suggesting uncertainty regarding environmental impacts.  The means are slightly 
higher for all items compared with ‘All respondents’, thus Cluster 1 considers the 
contributions of the different items to climate change to be smaller than the 
average for ‘All respondents’. 
 
The responses of Cluster 2 are very similar to ‘All respondents’.  One difference is 
that Cluster 2 considered ‘Driving a car’ to be the second largest contributor to 
climate change after ‘Flying/air travel’, whereas ‘All respondents’ viewed ‘Food 
imported to the UK from overseas countries’ to be the second largest contributor. 
 
Only 6% of respondents in Cluster 5 viewed the contribution of ‘Flying/air travel’ 
as very large and only a further 18% considered the contribution as large.  
‘Flying/air travel’ was viewed as the second largest contributor to climate change 
after ‘Food imported to the UK from overseas countries’.  Cluster 5 considered the 
contributions to climate change of all the activities listed to be smaller than any of 
the other clusters.  This cluster does not appear to believe that the activities listed 
make a substantial contribution to climate change. 
 
The mean scores by cluster relating to the size of the contributions of holiday 
related factors to climate change are shown in Table 7.31.  The actual opinions of 
the different clusters are, as mentioned earlier, given in Appendix 7.16. 
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Table 7.31: Views on the size of the contribution of various holiday related 
factors to climate change 
 
 
Contribution to climate 
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Air travel/flying to the destination 603 1.60 1.72 2.24 2.16 3.38 2.16 
Air conditioning used in tourist 
accommodation 
603 2.39 2.51 2.87 2.77 3.56 2.80 
Car driving to the destination 602 2.46 2.56 2.99 2.72 3.73 2.85 
Coach travel to the destination 593 2.95 2.89 3.37 3.03 4.00 3.18 
Water used in tourist 
accommodation 
602 2.85 3.09 3.42 3.27 4.06 3.30 
Train travel to the destination 595 3.16 3.16 3.44 3.22 4.16 3.34 
Heating used in tourist 
accommodation 
598 3.01 3.17 3.41 3.42 4.05 3.36 
Ferry travel to the destination 597 3.16 3.28 3.59 3.24 4.16 3.44 
Eating at restaurants 596 3.34 3.39 3.71 3.59 4.37 3.62 
 
Over half of respondents (56%) in Cluster 4 considered the contribution of ‘Air 
travel/flying to the destination’ to climate change to be very large, and a further 
32% viewed the contribution as large, which was a larger proportion than any of 
the other clusters.  In general, this cluster viewed the contributions to climate 
change of all the items listed as being larger than the other clusters.  However, 
Cluster 4 also considered the contribution of ‘Water used in tourist 
accommodation’ to climate change to be larger than the carbon emitting activities 
of ‘Coach travel to the destination’, ‘Heating used in tourist accommodation’, 
‘Train travel to the destination’ and ‘Ferry travel to the destination’, which 
suggests some confusion amongst this cluster with regards impacts on climate 
change and impacts on water supplies and the environment. 
 
Almost half of respondents (48%) in Cluster 3 considered the contribution of ‘Air 
travel/flying to the destination’ to climate change to be very large, and a further 
34% viewed the contribution as large.  Overall, the responses of Cluster 3 were 
similar to the responses of ‘All respondents’ except the means are lower, thus this 
cluster viewed the contributions as being larger compared to ‘All respondents’. 
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The responses of Cluster 1 are similar to the responses for ‘All respondents’.  The 
means for this cluster are slightly higher than the means for ‘All respondents’, so 
contributions to climate change are viewed as being slightly smaller compared to 
‘All respondents’. 
 
The responses of Cluster 2 are similar to the responses for ‘All respondents’ except 
that ‘Train travel to the destination’ and ‘Ferry travel to the destination’ are 
considered to have larger contributions to climate change than ‘Water used in 
tourist accommodation’ and ‘Heating used in tourist accommodation’.  The means 
for Cluster 2 are very similar to the mean scores for ‘All respondents’. 
 
Cluster 5 viewed the contributions to climate change of all the items listed as being 
smaller compared with the other clusters.  Only 4% of respondents considered the 
contribution of ‘Air travel/flying to the destination’ to climate change to be very 
large, whilst over a fifth (21%) of the members of this cluster viewed the 
contribution as being very small. 
 
In general, the clusters are fairly consistent with one another in the order they place 
the items in terms of the perceived magnitude of the contributions to climate 
change.  Clusters 4 and 3 generally viewed the contributions of all the items to 
climate change as being larger compared with the other clusters.  Clusters 1 and 2 
are broadly consistent with the responses from ‘All respondents’.  Cluster 5 
considered the contributions to climate change of all the items as being much 
smaller compared with the other clusters.  All the clusters ranked ‘Water used in 
tourist accommodation’ in the middle of the nine items in terms of the 
contributions to climate change, which might suggest a confusion or lack of 
understanding between more general environmental impacts and climate change 
impacts. 
 
7.6.2 Means of factor scores by cluster 
 
Analysis was conducted to investigate the relationship between cluster membership 
and each factor identified in the factor analysis.  Table 7.32 shows the mean factor 
scores and corresponding standard deviations for each of the four factors by 
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cluster.  The further away from zero a particular mean score is, the more strongly 
that cluster is related to that factor.  If a mean score is negative then the factor is a 
strong barrier to engaging with climate change for the cluster in question.  
Conversely, a positive mean suggests that the factor is less of a barrier for that 
cluster.  Factor 3: Blame and responsibility for climate change placed on others is 
the strongest barrier for Cluster 4 and is also a barrier for Cluster 2.  For Cluster 3, 
the strongest barrier is Factor 2: Air travel as habitual component of holidays.  For 
Cluster 1, the factor that is the strongest barrier is Factor 1: Social-psychological 
factors at the individual level.  For Cluster 2, the strongest barrier is Factor 2: Air 
travel as habitual component of holidays.  For Cluster 5, Factor 1: Social-
psychological factors at the individual level is the strongest barrier, followed by 
Factor 2: Air travel as habitual component of holidays.  Factor 1: Social-
psychological factors at the individual level is the weakest barrier for Clusters 4 
and 3, and Factor 2: Air travel as habitual component of holidays is the weakest 
barrier for Cluster 1. 
 
Table 7.32: Cluster membership and mean factor scores 
 
Cluster  Factor 1: 
Social-
psychological 
factors at 
individual level 
Factor 2: Air 
travel as 
habitual 
component 
of holidays 
Factor 3: 
Blame and 
responsibility 
for climate 
change placed 
on others 
Factor 4: 
Denial of 
climate 
change 
1 Mean -.3056134 .8838084 .1993371 .0079566 
 Std. 
Deviation 
.65837776 .66900678 .97303025 .87293690 
2 Mean .0312384 -.7431311 -.2744124 -.1538373 
 Std. 
Deviation 
.60253382 .62277401 .97752165 1.03652311 
3 Mean .6782295 -.3130821 .1918353 .3305934 
 Std. 
Deviation 
.55486790 .71096310 .77083297 .80953183 
4 Mean 1.0984102 .7351669 -.3598548 .0691162 
 Std. 
Deviation 
.58973761 1.00901294 1.11847458 1.30395397 
5 Mean -1.5001909 -.4355756 .3153777 -.1671140 
 Std. 
Deviation 
.82505685 .67290611 .99966107 .92138291 
Total Mean -.0038133 -.0028743 -.0022571 .0017056 
 Std. 
Deviation 
.99926042 .99852098 1.00072896 1.00079610 
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A one-way analysis of variance (ANOVA) was undertaken on the factors to see if 
there were significant differences between the means of the clusters.  Levene’s test 
was significant for all four factors (p<.05), meaning that the variances for each 
cluster group were different for each factor.  As cluster group variances are not 
equal, Welch’s F should be reported rather than the F-ratio and the Games-Howell 
procedure should be used in post hoc tests (Field 2009). 
 
Table 7.33: One-way independent ANOVA results 
 
 Factor 1: 
Social-
psychological 
factors at 
individual level 
Factor 2: Air 
travel as 
habitual 
component of 
holidays 
Factor 3: 
Blame and 
responsibility 
for climate 
change placed 
on others 
Factor 4: 
Denial of 
climate 
change 
Welch’s F 
statistic 
166.440 138.264 9.893 5.480 
df 1 4 4 4 4 
df 2 236.170 230.987 237.460 236.265 
Sig. .000 .000 .000 .000 
 
As Welch’s F statistic is significant at the 5% level for each of the four factors (see 
Table 7.33), it can be concluded that there is a significant difference between 
cluster means.  A post hoc test using the Games-Howell procedure was applied to 
determine which cluster means were significantly different for each of the four 
factors (see Table 7.34). 
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Table 7.34: Results of post hoc tests to determine significant differences 
between clusters 
 
Factor Significant differences in mean factor scores by cluster (sig. is 
less than .05) 
Factor 1: Social-
psychological 
factors at 
individual level 
The mean of cluster 4 is significantly different to the means of clusters 
1, 2, 3 and 5 
The mean of cluster 3 is significantly different to the means of clusters 
1, 2, 4 and 5 
The mean of cluster 1 is significantly different to the means of clusters 
2, 3, 4 and 5 
The mean of cluster 2 is significantly different to the means of clusters 
1, 3, 4 and 5 
The mean of cluster 5 is significantly different to the means of clusters 
1, 2, 3 and 4 
Factor 2: Air 
travel as habitual 
component of 
holidays 
The mean of cluster 4 is significantly different to the means of clusters 
2, 3 and 5 
The mean of cluster 3 is significantly different to the means of clusters 
1, 2 and 4 
The mean of cluster 1 is significantly different to the means of clusters 
2, 3 and 5 
The mean of cluster 2 is significantly different to the means of clusters 
1, 3, 4 and 5 
The mean of cluster 5 is significantly different to the means of clusters 
1, 2 and 4 
Factor 3: Blame 
and responsibility 
for climate 
change placed on 
others 
The mean of cluster 4 is significantly different to the means of clusters 
1, 3 and 5 
The mean of cluster 3 is significantly different to the means of clusters 
2 and 4 
The mean of cluster 1 is significantly different to the means of clusters 
2 and 4 
The mean of cluster 2 is significantly different to the means of clusters 
1, 3 and 5 
The mean of cluster 5 is significantly different to the means of clusters 
2 and 4 
Factor 4: Denial 
of climate change 
The mean of cluster 4 is not significantly different to any of the other 
cluster means 
The mean of cluster 3 is significantly different to the means of clusters 
1, 2 and 5 
The mean of cluster 1 is significantly different to the mean of cluster 3 
The mean of cluster 2 is significantly different to the mean of cluster 3 
The mean of cluster 5 is significantly different to the mean of cluster 3 
 
The analysis of mean factor scores by cluster revealed a consistency with the 
results of the cluster analysis in Section 7.6.  The factors that each cluster related 
strongly to were consistent with the barriers that were most prominent for each 
cluster in the cluster analysis.  The one-way independent ANOVA results 
confirmed that there were significant differences between the mean factor scores of 
the clusters.  The post hoc tests showed which cluster means were significantly 
different for each of the four factors. 
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7.7 SUMMARY 
 
This chapter examined the barriers to behavioural change in a holiday context.  Of 
the eight internal barriers to action identified from the literature review and focus 
group research, the results of the questionnaire identified a ‘Reluctance to change 
holiday lifestyles’ with regards to holiday behaviour and ‘Habits’ in terms of 
automatically thinking of flying when going on holiday as the two strongest 
internal barriers.  ‘Self-efficacy’ and ‘Protecting the environment in other ways’ 
were the next most prominent internal barriers.  All four of the external barriers 
examined (‘Lack of political action’, ‘Lack of action by business and industry’, 
‘Social dilemmas’ and ‘Social norms’) create strong obstacles to changing tourist 
behaviour.  The levels of agreement and disagreement with the statements relating 
to instrumental factors and situational factors indicated that structural barriers are 
the most salient of all the barriers working against behavioural change in a holiday 
context. 
 
Factor analysis was conducted on the 34 attitude statements that were included in 
the questionnaire to measure the strength of the barriers to action.  A four factor 
extraction was found to provide the most comprehensive and interpretable solution.  
Thirty one of the thirty four variables (statements) loaded on the four factor 
solution.  The three variables that did not load correctly were excluded from the 
analysis.  The 31 variables were reduced to four latent variables (factors).  Factor 1 
represents a barrier at the individual social-psychological level.  Of the variables 
that loaded on this factor, the analysis in Section 7.2 suggests that the strongest 
internal barriers for this factor are ‘Reluctance to change holiday lifestyles’ and 
‘Self-efficacy’.  Factor 2 represents a barrier connected to the role of air travel, in 
particular the perceived advantages of air travel over other transport options and 
automatic thoughts of flying when going on holiday.  Factor 3 represents a barrier 
apportioning the blame and responsibility for climate change on politicians and 
businesses in the tourism industry.  Factor 4 represents a barrier of climate change 
denial. 
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In the cluster analysis, the dendogram suggested either a four or five cluster 
solution.  Analysis of both solutions showed that the five cluster solution provided 
the most robust and interpretable results.  After analysing the most prominent 
barriers for each cluster, the clusters were ordered in terms of the number of 
barriers to action each group identified.  Earlier analysis in the chapter showed the 
most salient barriers to action for all respondents.  The results of the cluster 
analysis highlighted that different barriers were stronger for different cluster 
groups.  Cluster 4 identified the fewest barriers to changing holiday behaviour and 
Cluster 5 identified the largest number of barriers to action.  Profiles of the clusters 
showed that Cluster 4 had taken the least number of mean overseas holidays in the 
last 3 years out of all five clusters, had the highest proportion of members saying 
that they did think about climate change impacts when planning their holidays, had 
more than twice the proportion of members aged under 45 compared with Cluster 
5, and viewed the contributions of various items to climate change as larger than 
any of the other clusters.  On the other hand, Cluster 5 had taken the highest 
number of mean overseas holidays in the last 3 years out of all five clusters, had 
the highest proportion of members stating that they did not think about climate 
change impacts when planning their holidays, was the only cluster to have a higher 
proportion of males than females, and viewed the contributions of various items to 
climate change as smaller than any of the other clusters.  When mean factor scores 
by cluster were examined, the results of which factor were most prominent for 
each cluster was consistent with the results of the cluster analysis in terms of the 
salient barriers identified for each cluster. 
222 
 
CHAPTER 8: CONCLUSIONS AND IMPLICATIONS 
 
 
8.1 INTRODUCTION 
 
The concluding chapter of this thesis begins with the presentation of the conceptual 
framework of the barriers to behavioural change in a holidays and climate change 
context.  The framework is discussed and the rationale for the saliency of each 
barrier is explained.  A section reviewing how the research findings meet the six 
objectives of this study follows.  The contribution to knowledge of this study, in 
terms of empirical and theoretical contributions, is then detailed.  This is followed 
by a discussion of the practical contributions of this research for policymakers.  
The limitations of this study are then outlined, before the chapter concludes with 
recommendations for further research. 
 
 
8.2 CONCEPTUAL FRAMEWORK OF THE BARRIERS TO 
BEHAVIOURAL CHANGE 
 
The aim of the research was to analyse the role that the climate change impacts of 
holidays play in the decisions of tourists in order to develop a conceptual 
framework of the barriers to behavioural change.  Potential barriers to behavioural 
change were first identified in the tourism and climate change literature and 
previous studies that have investigated the public’s engagement with climate 
change.  The focus group research conducted in Stage One of the data collection 
discovered a number of specific barriers to engaging with climate change in a 
holiday context.  The barriers identified in the literature and the focus group 
research were then analysed and a list of the potentially most salient barriers was 
devised to be tested in the questionnaire in Stage Two of the data collection.  
Analysis of the qualitative and quantitative research undertaken in this study 
enabled the identification of the most salient barriers to behavioural change in a 
holidays and climate change context.  These barriers are presented in a conceptual 
framework in Figure 8.1. 
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Barriers to 
behavioural 
change
Reluctance to 
change holiday 
lifestyles 
Habits Instrumental 
factors
Situational 
factors
1st Layer
2nd Layer
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Lack of 
political 
action
Lack of action 
by business and 
industry
Social 
dilemmas
Social 
norms
Self-efficacy
Denial of 
personal 
responsibility
Protect the 
environment in 
other ways
Lack of 
knowledge about 
climate change
Lack of 
environmental 
values
Reliance on 
technology to solve 
the problem
Key:
Internal barrier
External barrier
Structural barrier
 
 
Figure 8.1: Conceptual framework of the most salient barriers to behavioural 
change in a climate change and holidays context 
 
 
The ellipse at the bottom of the conceptual framework represents the collective 
barriers to behavioural change.  Surrounding this ellipse are four layers, each 
containing barriers to action.  The closer the layer to the bottom ellipse, the 
stronger and more salient the barriers contained in the layer.  The increasing width 
of the arrows in the conceptual framework symbolises the increasing strength of 
the barriers in each layer.  The 1
st
 Layer outside of the inner ellipse contains the 
most salient barriers to action discovered in this research.  The barriers in the 2
nd
 
Layer of the conceptual framework are not quite as powerful as the barriers to 
behavioural change in the 1
st
 Layer, but are still very strong in a holidays and 
climate change context.  The 3
rd
 Layer contains barriers that were less salient, 
whilst the 4
th
 Layer holds the weakest barriers identified in this research.  The 
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rationale for the placement of the different barriers in each layer is provided in the 
next section. 
 
8.2.1 Rationale for identifying the saliency of the barriers to action  
 
1
st
 Layer: 
 
The 1
st
 layer contains the most salient barriers to action in a holidays and climate 
change context.  Two of the internal barriers and the two structural barriers have 
been placed in this 1
st
 layer.  In the focus groups there was a strong resistance to 
the thought of changing holiday behaviour for climate change reasons.  There was 
even stronger opposition to the idea of enforced future restrictions on tourists’ 
ability to travel.  A very high value was placed on holidays and the importance of 
freedom of choice emphasised.  These views were reflected in the questionnaire, 
where a very strong reluctance to change holiday behaviour was evident.  Habits 
were a very strong barrier to action in this research study.  In the questionnaire, the 
majority of respondents stated that they automatically think of flying when 
planning their holidays and do not explore alternative modes of travel.  Low-cost 
airlines were viewed very favourably in the focus group research, as they were 
considered responsible for making international travel more affordable and had 
enabled the taking of frequent overseas holidays.  Structural barriers were 
extremely strong in both the qualitative and quantitative research.  Instrumental 
factors, particularly those related to travel distance and time resulting in tourists’ 
preference for flying, and situational factors, connected with the embedded 
structure of the tourism industry, act as strong constraints working against potential 
changes to holiday behaviour.  All four of the barriers in the 1
st
 layer were 
identified as potentially strong barriers to action in the literature reviewed in 
Chapter 3. 
 
The four barriers in the 1
st
 layer also reinforce each other, resulting in the 
construction of an even more powerful impediment to behavioural change.  The 
reluctance to change holiday lifestyles and the automatic thoughts of flying to 
holiday destinations, combined with the time advantages of air travel over other 
transport modes and infrastructural constraints in the tourism supply chain result in 
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the entrenchment of current holiday practices that involve frequent overseas 
holidays and short breaks facilitated by air travel.  These four barriers will be the 
hardest to overcome and present the strongest constraints to changing holiday 
behaviour. 
 
2
nd
 Layer: 
 
The four barriers in the 2
nd
 Layer of the conceptual framework are all external 
barriers to action.  Although these barriers were identified as being very strong in 
this research study, they have been placed in the 2
nd
 Layer because they are 
considered slightly less powerful than the four barriers to action in the 1
st
 Layer.  
Lack of political action, lack of action by business and industry and social 
dilemmas were very strong barriers to action in the questionnaire survey.  
‘Responsibility lies with others’ was a very strong constraint discovered in the 
focus group research that collectively encapsulates these three barriers, with 
responsibility for climate change mitigation seen to rest with governments, 
businesses and other people.  These barriers represent denial mechanisms (Stoll-
Kleemann et al. 2001) that result in non-engagement with climate change issues.  
Although they serve as very powerful obstacles to action in a holiday context, they 
are not as salient as the four barriers in the 1
st
 Layer.  Social norms were identified 
as a strong barrier in the questionnaire.  This barrier was not discovered in the 
focus groups research but, due to the underlying nature of social norms, this is not 
an unexpected finding.  Social norms and expectations to consume have been 
identified in the literature as a potentially strong barrier to action in a holidays and 
climate change context (Lorenzoni et al. 2007). 
 
3
rd
 Layer:  
 
The 3
rd
 Layer contains barriers of considerable strength in a holidays and climate 
change context.  These barriers act against changes to holiday behaviour but are 
not as strong as the barriers in the first two layers.  A sense of powerlessness was 
evident in two of the four focus groups and was identified as a substantial barrier.  
In the questionnaire, there were mixed responses to the statements measuring self-
efficacy.  There was a view that individual tourists could reduce their own impacts 
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on climate change by flying less frequently, but also a belief that the actions of an 
individual tourist would not make a difference to such a global problem.  
Protecting the environment in other ways was not identified as a barrier to action in 
the focus group research, but was evident in the tourism and climate change 
literature (Becken 2007; Barr et al. 2010; Dickinson et al. 2010).  In the 
questionnaire this barrier was discovered to be a sizeable obstacle, with 
approximately a quarter of tourists believing that carbon savings in their home life 
could be used to justify the emissions from overseas holidays.  There was some 
evidence in the focus groups of a denial of personal responsibility for climate 
change mitigation, although dialogue around this mainly involved blaming others 
for contributing to climate change.  The questionnaire research revealed that the 
majority of tourists do believe that their holidays have some affect on climate 
change, thus suggesting that denial of personal responsibility is not one of the 
strongest barriers to changing holiday behaviour. 
 
4
th
 Layer: 
 
The barriers in the 4
th
 Layer are the weakest barriers to action identified in this 
research study.  Whilst the barriers in the first three layers all have a considerable 
impact on behavioural change, particularly those in the first two layers, the barriers 
in the 4
th
 Layer do not have such a strong influence.  There was an indication in the 
focus groups that lack of knowledge could be a barrier to changing holiday 
behaviour as a rather limited understanding of the relationship between holidays 
and climate change was prevalent, but the findings of the questionnaire illustrated 
that the vast majority of tourists were at least aware that air travel is a significant 
contributor to climate change.  In addition, the survey showed that the majority of 
tourists believe that climate change is a serious threat to the future of the planet.  A 
lack of environmental values and a reliance on technology to solve the problem 
were not manifest in the focus group research, but were tested in the questionnaire 
as they were reported in the literature.  The findings of the questionnaire revealed 
that these barriers are not particularly strong when it comes to changing holiday 
behaviour. 
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Whilst each internal, external and structural barrier identified in the conceptual 
framework all contribute separately to resistance to behavioural change, their 
impacts do not function in isolation.  For the vast majority of tourists, a number of 
these barriers apply and operate when it comes to their holiday behaviour and 
decisions.  Thus, there is a cumulative effect of these separate barriers, making the 
transition to behavioural change even more challenging for tourists. 
 
 
8.3 REVIEW OF OBJECTIVES OF THE RESEARCH 
 
One of the objectives of this research was to develop a conceptual framework of 
the most salient barriers to behavioural change.  The conceptual framework was 
presented in the previous section.  The remaining five objectives of this research 
are now considered in turn. 
 
To identify the levels of awareness amongst tourists of the impacts holidays 
have on climate change 
 
The research showed that general awareness of climate change as a phenomenon is 
quite high, but a deeper knowledge and understanding of the causes and the 
contribution of human activity is lacking.  The limited understanding of the science 
behind climate change is combined with a considerable degree of scepticism with 
regards to the magnitude of the problem.  There was a high level of general 
awareness that flying has a substantial impact on climate change.  However, there 
was much lower awareness of other ways in which holidays contribute to climate 
change.  Despite the understanding that air travel is a significant contributing 
factor, the association between holidays and climate change impacts is not one that 
is readily made by tourists. 
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To establish the extent to which climate change impacts feature in the holiday 
decision-making processes of tourists 
 
The vast majority of tourists do not think about climate change impacts at all when 
planning their holidays.  The research revealed a high level of consensus that 
thoughts on climate change impacts do not enter tourists’ minds when holiday 
planning and that climate change impacts are not viewed as an important 
consideration during the holiday decision-making process.  The absence of any 
mention of climate change when identifying important factors considered when 
planning holidays in the focus group research, combined with the very small 
minority of respondents in the questionnaire survey that stated they think about 
climate change when selecting their holidays, adds support to the proposition in 
Objective One that climate change is not conceptually linked to holidays in the vast 
majority of tourists’ minds. 
  
To explore the attitudes of tourists towards climate change and changing 
holiday behaviour 
 
This study has revealed that tourists do not hold positive attitudes towards 
changing holiday behaviour in order to reduce impacts on climate change.  There 
was a complete absence of affirmative attitudes towards adapting holiday and 
flying behaviour for climate change reasons displayed in the focus group research.  
No opinions were expressed that tourists should alter their holiday practices.  In the 
questionnaire survey, a sizeable minority of tourists agreed that the volume of air 
travel should be voluntarily reduced.  However, there was a much greater degree of 
consistency in attitudes towards potential restrictions on the number of overseas 
holidays taken, where there were very high levels of opposition to the idea of 
enforced changes to holiday behaviour.  The research has identified an awareness-
attitude gap when it comes to holidays and climate change.  The high levels of 
general awareness that air travel is a significant contributor to climate change does 
not manifest in positive attitudes to changing holiday behaviour to reduce carbon 
emissions from tourism. 
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To identify the behavioural changes that tourists are engaging with in a 
holiday context to reduce their individual impacts on climate change 
 
The majority of tourists are not yet engaging in any forms of behavioural change in 
order to reduce the climate change impacts of their holidays.  The quantitative and 
qualitative research findings both revealed that the vast majority of tourists do not 
even think about climate change when holiday planning.  A small minority of 
tourists, however, stated in the questionnaire that they do think about climate 
change when holiday decision-making.  In a follow-up open question, this very 
small group of tourists identified a number of behavioural changes that they were 
engaging in.  These mainly revolved around changes to air travel practices, such as 
flying less frequently, using alternative transport modes for short-haul holidays and 
stopping flying all together. 
 
To analyse the major barriers to tourists adopting less carbon-intensive 
holiday practices and to determine which barriers are more salient for 
different groups of the population 
 
The focus group research identified six major barriers preventing tourists from 
changing their holiday behaviour.  Using the barriers to action identified in the 
focus group research and the literature review, the questionnaire survey was 
designed to enable further analysis of the major barriers to behavioural change and 
to establish the most salient barriers for different groups.  The most powerful 
internal barriers identified in this research were ‘Reluctance to change holiday 
lifestyles’, ‘Habits’ and ‘Self-efficacy’.  All four external barriers to action 
examined proved to be powerful ones: ‘Lack of political action’, ‘Lack of action 
by business and industry’, ‘Social dilemmas’ and ‘Social norms’.  Structural 
barriers in the tourism industry present major obstacles to behavioural change 
amongst tourists.  The instrumental factors identified in the focus group research 
relating to preferences for air travel over alternative transport modes were evident 
in the findings of the questionnaire survey.  There are also a number of situational 
factors preventing behavioural change.  In addition to situational barriers 
connected with air travel, barriers also exist as a result of failures by tourism 
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intermediaries, accommodation providers and transport operators to do more to 
promote behavioural change and encourage holidays with lower carbon footprints.   
 
The hierarchical cluster analysis produced five groups.  The most salient barriers to 
action were identified for each cluster.  Cluster 4 identified the least number of 
barriers to action and was thus the cluster group least resistant to making changes 
to holiday practices.  Cluster 5 identified the most barriers to action out of all the 
clusters, and was the most resistant to changing holiday behaviour.  The profiles of 
each cluster were compared with one another.  The least resistant group to 
behavioural change, Cluster 4, had taken the least number of overseas holidays in 
the last 3 years, had the highest proportion of members declaring that they think 
about climate change impacts when planning their holidays and had the highest 
levels of awareness of the contributions of holidays to climate change compared 
with the other clusters.  Demographically, Cluster 4 had more than double the 
proportion of members aged under 45 compared with Cluster 5.   
 
To develop a conceptual framework of the most salient barriers to 
behavioural change 
 
A conceptual framework of the most salient barriers to behavioural change was 
presented in Section 8.2.  As a result of analysis of the qualitative and quantitative 
research conducted in this study, four barriers were identified as being the most 
salient and powerful in a holidays and climate change context: A reluctance to 
change holiday lifestyles; Habits (in the form of automatic thoughts of using air 
travel to reach holiday destinations); Instrumental factors; and Situational factors. 
 
 
8.4 CONTRIBUTION TO KNOWLEDGE 
 
This study investigating tourists’ awareness of and engagement with climate 
change impacts and holidays has resulted in a number of important contributions to 
knowledge.  This section outlines and discusses the main empirical and theoretical 
contributions. 
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8.4.1 Empirical contribution 
 
This study contributes new knowledge to the field of tourism and climate change 
in a number of different ways.  Previous studies have tended to focus on tourists’ 
awareness of and attitudes towards climate change and air travel (Gössling et al. 
2006; Becken 2007; Randles and Mander 2009: Barr et al. 2010; Cohen et al. 
2011).  This study is one of the first to explicitly examine the extent to which 
thoughts about climate change feature in the holiday decisions of tourists.  The 
research revealed that the vast majority of tourists do not think about climate 
change impacts at all when planning their holidays.  The reasons why tourists do 
not think about climate change impacts when planning holidays were also 
investigated and established.  For the small minority of tourists that do think about 
climate change, this research discovered how thoughts about climate change 
feature and what affects these thoughts have on holiday decisions. 
 
This study is the first to identify the most salient barriers to action in a climate 
change and holidays context.  This research contributes to the literature on the 
public’s engagement with climate change (Stoll-Kleemann et al. 2001; Anable et 
al. 2006; Lorenzoni et al. 2007) and barriers to behavioural change (Blake 1999; 
Kollmuss and Agyeman 2002).  In addition to establishing the most powerful 
barriers to changing holiday behaviour, this study also contains a detailed 
exploration of these barriers to action.  A cluster analysis was conducted on the 
barriers and five cluster groups were identified.  The most salient barriers for these 
different groups were investigated and the profiles of each group detailed.  A factor 
analysis was also performed and the fourteen barriers to action identified in the 
literature review and focus group research were reduced to four latent variables 
(factors). 
 
The results of this research contribute to the literature that has investigated tourists’ 
awareness of climate change.  In contrast with some of the earlier studies (Gössling 
et al. 2006; Shaw and Thomas 2006; Becken 2007; Randles and Mander 2009) that 
found a generally low awareness amongst tourists of the impacts air travel has on 
climate change, this study discovered that the majority of tourists are aware that 
flying makes a substantial contribution to climate change.  This finding is 
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supported by the results of Cohen et al. (2011); tourists are aware to some degree 
of the impact of air travel on climate change.  With the exception of air travel, this 
research revealed that tourists were not aware of other ways in which holidays can 
contribute to climate change.  In this respect, the findings of this research were 
consistent with previous studies that have proposed that tourists do not have a 
deeper knowledge of climate change issues or the science related to climate change 
(Anable et al. 2006; Randles and Mander 2009; Barr et al. 2010). 
 
This study provides further insights into the reluctance amongst tourists to change 
their holiday behaviour (Becken 2007; Randles and Mander 2009; Barr et al. 
2010).  Similar to the findings of Becken (2007), this research discovered a belief 
amongst tourists that they have a right to fly as much as they want and revealed the 
high importance placed on freedom of choice when it comes to choosing holidays.  
There was extremely strong opposition to the idea of future restrictions limiting 
tourists’ ability to travel freely.  Consistent with the findings of Randles and 
Mander (2009) and Barr et al. (2010), the prospect of increased taxes on air travel 
were viewed slightly more favourably than quotas limiting the number of flights 
allowed in a year, especially by those tourists wealthy enough to pay the higher 
taxes and thus continue their holiday and flying behaviour. 
 
In contrast with Cohen et al. (2011), this research revealed that tourists have a 
strong affinity with low-cost airlines and adjudge them largely responsible for 
making overseas holidays more accessible and affordable.  In general, there were 
positive views expressed towards airlines and air travel, despite the environmental 
impacts and contribution to climate change.  This research also adds support to the 
claims of Randles and Mander (2009) that air travel has become a habit for the 
majority of tourists and Gössling et al. (2009) that flying is an integrated and 
unquestioned part of many people’s lifestyles.  In this study, the majority of 
tourists stated they automatically think of flying when planning their holidays and 
do not explore alternative modes of transport to air travel. 
 
Whilst this research found strong evidence of tourists believing that responsibility 
for climate change lies with others, a denial mechanism identified in the climate 
change engagement literature by Stoll-Kleemann et al. (2001) and Lorenzoni et al. 
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(2007), it also revealed that many tourists accept some personal responsibility for 
the impacts their holidays have on climate change.  This challenges the findings of 
Becken (2007), Gössling et al. (2009) and Randles and Mander (2009) who found 
that the majority of tourists were not prepared to accept personal responsibility for 
contributing to climate change.  As with the increased awareness of the impacts of 
air travel on climate change discovered in this research compared with earlier 
studies, the increased level of acknowledgement of personal responsibility may 
signal a growing understanding and acceptance of climate change over time by 
tourists.  Although recognition of personal responsibility for impacts on climate 
change is higher than in previous studies, a belief that governments, businesses and 
people in other countries are more responsible for contributing to climate change 
than UK residents was still a powerful barrier to action preventing tourists from 
changing their holiday behaviour.  This is consistent with the findings of other 
studies (Becken 2007; Randles and Mander 2009; Cohen et al. 2011). 
 
This study also contributes to empirical knowledge with regards the attitudes and 
behaviour of the most frequent overseas holiday takers.  This study discovered that 
tourists that have taken four or more overseas holidays in the last three years were 
more likely to consider climate change impacts as being unimportant when 
planning holidays, to express stronger negative attitudes towards changing holiday 
behaviour and to be the most resistant to adapting future holiday practices in order 
to reduce carbon emissions compared with tourists that holiday less frequently.  
The attitudes and behaviour of this group of frequent travellers were aligned and 
consistent.  In contrast to McKercher et al.’s (2010) study, this research found that 
the most frequent overseas tourists exhibited a lower level of awareness of the 
impacts of air travel on climate change compared with less frequent travellers. 
 
This study makes an important intellectual contribution to overall tourism research 
through the demonstrated applicability of psychological and sociological theories 
to the tourism discipline.  Understanding of tourist engagement with climate 
change impacts and the identification of barriers to action have been enhanced in 
this study by examining them in relation to psychological and sociological 
constructs.  The successful application of tenets of psychological and sociological 
theories in this study offers an interesting perspective for tourism research in 
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general.  As tourism is an inherently social activity, the argument is made that its 
study can, in many instances, be strengthened through the application of theories 
and models from the social sciences. 
 
8.4.2 Theoretical contribution 
 
Underpinning this study is the Social Practices Model (Spaargaren 2003).  The 
findings of this research support the theoretical framework of the Social Practices 
Model and add empirical analysis that has been called for in the literature (Verbeek 
and Mommaas 2007).  The strength of the structural barriers to changing holiday 
behaviour for climate change reasons, discovered in this research, advocates the 
emphasis placed on structural constraints in society by the Social Practices Model.  
An important dimension of the model is the system of provision and the levels of 
green provisioning.  The infrastructural barriers identified in this research in terms 
of air travel being the only realistic transport mode for travelling to most overseas 
holiday destinations from the UK, combined with situational factors centred 
around a tourism industry that is constrained by the embedded fabric of promoting 
holidays involving flying, highlights the importance of social structure and the 
limited system of provision with regards to holidays.  This research reveals that the 
levels of green provisioning (Spaargaren 2003) envisioned by tourists are very low 
when it comes to overseas holidays.  For most medium and long-haul holiday 
destinations there are no ‘green’ or substantially lower carbon-emitting travel 
options.  The only choice tourists have is to change their holiday destination to one 
closer to the UK, thus enabling the use of alternative transport modes.  However, 
this research has revealed that there is a very strong reluctance amongst tourists to 
voluntarily change their holiday behaviour for climate change reasons.  Whilst the 
Social Practices Model places a greater emphasis on structural constraints in 
society than many of the psychology attitude-behaviour models, it also positions an 
equal significance on the agency of an individual to act.  This study has illustrated 
that even if the structural constraints did not exist, there are still a number of very 
powerful barriers to behavioural change connected to the individual.  In this 
respect, this research supports the tenet of the Social Practices Model that holiday 
behaviour is constrained by both individual agency to act and structural limitations. 
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This study empirically supports the hypothesis of the Social Practices Model that 
some individuals deliberately insulate specific social practices from the 
environmental considerations that they apply in other segments of their lifestyle.  
Consistent with findings in other studies (Becken 2007; Barr et al. 2010; Dickinson 
et al. 2010), this research discovered evidence of a belief amongst tourists that 
holidays are special and that the climate change impacts of holidays should be 
treated differently to activities related to their everyday home lives.  A substantial 
minority of tourists stated that if they reduce their carbon footprint in their home 
lives then the climate change impacts of their overseas holidays will not be so 
important. 
 
Holidays have been regarded as a social practice in this research and the focus has 
been on awareness of and attitudes towards holidays and climate change rather 
than flying and climate change.  The proposal of Verbeek and Mommaas (2007) 
that the overall holiday package should be viewed as a social practice, rather than 
the chosen transport mode, has been used as a justification for this stance.  Verbeek 
and Mommaas (2007) argue that although holidays are not an everyday activity, 
they are nonetheless characterised by routinised behavioural patterns.  They 
suggest that most tourists have a routinised way of booking holidays and many do 
not question which modes of transport they will use or in what type of 
accommodation they will stay.  The finding in this research that the majority of 
tourists automatically think of flying to their holiday destination and do not even 
consider alternative transport options adds support to Verbeek and Mommaas’ 
premise that holidays are a social practice. 
 
This study also makes a theoretical contribution to arguments concerning the 
attitude-behaviour gap and Cognitive Dissonance Theory (Festinger 1957).  This 
research established that tourists generally have a high level of awareness that air 
travel is a substantial contributing factor to global climate change.  Although there 
was a much lower level of awareness of other ways that holidays contribute to 
climate change, flying was identified as having a considerable impact.  This 
awareness of the detrimental impact of air travel on climate change did not, 
however, manifest in the attitudes of tourists towards changing holiday behaviour.  
The research revealed that the majority of tourists do not hold positive attitudes 
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towards voluntarily changing holiday practices in order to reduce carbon 
emissions.  There were also very strong attitudes expressed opposing the idea of 
enforced travel restrictions being introduced in the future.  In this study, attitudes 
and behaviour relating to climate change impacts and holiday decisions were 
consistent, as the majority of tourists are not engaging in behavioural changes to 
lessen impacts on climate change.  Thus, this research would suggest that there is 
an awareness-attitude gap rather than an attitude-behaviour gap with respect to 
holidays and climate change.  It is not clear from this study whether awareness is 
failing to translate to attitudes or whether behaviour is influencing tourists’ 
attitudes.  What has been ascertained, though, is that despite the awareness that air 
travel contributes to climate change, the vast majority of tourists do not think about 
climate change impacts when planning their holidays.  This finding raises the 
question as to whether the conceptual association between holidays and climate is 
made by tourists or is somehow suppressed. 
 
Whilst the Social Practices Model (Spaargaren 2003) is the main theoretical 
framework underpinning this study, the research also draws on a number of 
psychological theories.  The Social Practices Model advocates that social practices 
are influenced by both structural constraints and individual agency to act.  When 
examining the barriers to behavioural change related to individual agency to act, 
the psychological theories offer useful insights into the internal barriers that affect 
tourists’ decisions.  One of the weaknesses of these psychological theories is the 
general lack of attention given to structural constraints in society.  Structural 
constraints, as identified in this research, can often have considerable impacts on 
individuals’ behaviour.  By combining the strengths of environmental sociology 
theories and social psychology theories, this study investigates more fully the 
barriers to behavioural change in a holidays and climate change context than would 
be possible if sociological theories or psychological theories were examined in 
isolation of one another.  The adoption of the Social Practices Model from 
environmental sociology and the fusion with components of psychological theories 
in this study has resulted in a new way to examine engagement with climate 
change and has, thus, made a broader intellectual contribution to social science. 
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8.5 PRACTICAL CONTRIBUTION: IMPLICATIONS FOR 
POLICYMAKERS 
 
Climate change is one of the most urgent global problems facing the planet.  The 
increasing contribution of tourism, in particular air travel, to climate change makes 
this research valuable to a number of different institutions.  A wide range of 
international bodies, governments and non-governmental organisations are actively 
engaged with reducing GHG emissions and limiting future climate change.  
Specifically, the findings of this research provide important information to 
policymakers seeking to reduce the impact of tourism’s contribution to climate 
change through affecting behavioural change by individual tourists.   
 
This research has demonstrated that the majority of tourists are aware that air travel 
has a substantial impact on climate change.  Although levels of awareness of the 
impacts of flying on climate change are quite high, tourists are less aware of other 
holiday related impacts on climate change.  Of particular interest is the fact that an 
association between holidays and climate change impacts is not one that is formed 
automatically in the minds of the tourists that took part in this research.  
Policymakers need to address this issue and find a way to induce tourists to make 
the connection in their minds between their holidays and impacts on climate 
change.  It is not necessarily a lack of knowledge that is causing the problem, as 
the majority of tourists are aware that air travel is a significant contributor to 
climate change.  The problem is more that this awareness is in the back of tourists’ 
minds, rather than being a prominent consideration in their thoughts.   
 
This conjecture that tourists are failing to make, or possibly choosing not to make, 
the association between their holidays and impacts on climate change is reinforced 
by other findings in the research.  The study revealed that the overwhelming 
majority of tourists do not think about climate change impacts at all when planning 
their holidays and do not view climate change as an important consideration.  If 
tourists are to change their holiday behaviour in order to have lower impacts on 
climate change then policymakers need to convince tourists that climate change is 
an important issue when planning their holidays. 
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A key finding from this research that has important implications for policymakers 
is the significance of the number of overseas holidays taken by tourists.  In this 
study, tourists that had most frequently taken overseas holidays had lower levels of 
awareness of the impacts of holidays on climate change and expressed more 
negative attitudes towards changing holiday behaviour than less frequent travellers.  
The tourists that take the most overseas holidays also reported the lowest levels of 
engagement with changing their holiday behaviour for climate change reasons and 
exhibited the strongest reluctance to change behaviour in the future.  This is an 
important issue for policymakers aiming to reduce tourism’s impact on climate 
change.  Not only do more frequent travellers present the greatest challenge in 
terms of resistance to changing holiday behaviour, they are also the tourists that 
have the largest impacts on climate change contributions.  Policymakers need to 
examine the mechanisms that lead to frequent overseas holidays by tourists. 
 
As one of the objectives of this study, the most salient barriers to tourists changing 
their holiday behaviour were identified and analysed.  This information is of 
crucial importance to policymakers.  Having established the strongest barriers to 
action in a holidays and climate change context, which are a combination of 
internal, external and structural constraints, policymakers can use this information 
and attempt to break them down.  However, tackling these barriers will not be such 
a straightforward task as identifying them.  The barriers are very strong and some 
of them reinforce each other, making them collectively more powerful.  The most 
salient internal barriers – a reluctance to change holiday lifestyles and flying as a 
habitual practice – are likely to be very difficult to overcome.  The research 
showed that tourists are very resistant to changing their holiday behaviour for 
climate change reasons and that they place a very high level of importance on their 
holidays.  This importance, combined with the emotional attachment to holidays 
(Böhler et al. 2006; Cohen and Higham 2011), suggests that it will be difficult to 
influence these established patterns of behaviour.   
 
The greatest challenge to policymakers, however, will be tackling the structural 
barriers to behavioural change.  Both infrastructural and situational barriers present 
a number of significant obstacles to overcome.  In terms of transport modes for 
overseas holidays, air travel is perceived by tourists as quicker, cheaper and more 
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convenient than the alternatives.  Policymakers could increase the promotion of 
overseas holiday destinations for which air travel is not necessarily faster, cheaper 
and more convenient than other transport modes.  Many holiday destinations in 
Western Europe can be reached by train, coach and ferry from the UK.  Peeters and 
Schouten (2006) suggest that tourism destinations should use their marketing 
budgets to target tourists from neighbouring countries rather than distant, long-haul 
inbound markets, in order to reduce the climate change impacts of travel.  In 
addition, further action could be taken to make alternative forms of transport more 
competitive with flying.  Policymakers could subsidise train, coach and ferry 
travel; they could reduce taxes on fuel for these transport modes; they could invest 
more money in infrastructure, particularly the rail network in Western Europe; and 
they could encourage and fund the development of new booking systems that 
would enable tourists to purchase one integrated ticket for travel to their holiday 
destination rather than having to purchase numerous tickets from numerous 
different transport companies which is often the case currently.  These changes will 
not be possible, however, without substantial financial investment and a co-
ordinated international approach to transport. 
 
Whilst it may be possible for policymakers to exert some influence over tourism 
behaviour for holiday destinations in Western Europe, long-haul holiday 
destinations present more of an issue.  For most long-haul holiday destinations 
there is no viable alternative transport option to air travel.  If carbon emissions 
from long-haul holidays are to be reduced in the future then this will not be 
achieved by encouraging tourists to use lower carbon emitting transport modes.  
Instead, behavioural change in terms of the number of long-haul holidays taken 
and the distance travelled to destinations will need to be realised.  This presents a 
much greater challenge for policymakers.  This research has demonstrated that the 
majority of tourists are very resistant to changing their aspirational holiday 
lifestyles and strongly object to Government interference in the way they choose to 
take their holidays.  Policymakers need to find a way to change long-haul holiday 
behaviour if GHG emissions from the tourism industry are to be reduced, but this 
is likely to be a long and slow process. 
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The cluster analysis performed on the barriers to action identified five cluster 
groups.  Two of the clusters (Cluster 4 and Cluster 3) exhibited the least number of 
barriers to action out of all five groups.  These two clusters combined constituted a 
third of the overall sample of respondents.  If policymakers could effectively 
initiate behavioural change amongst tourists in these two cluster groups it could 
potentially have a significant impact on reducing carbon emissions.  There was 
also commonality in the most salient barriers to action for these two clusters.  The 
two most prominent barriers for Clusters 4 and 3 were lack of political action and 
lack of action by business and industry.  These two external barriers could be 
directly addressed by policymakers.  The UK Government could address a 
perceived lack of political action by sending out clearer messages on its position 
regarding tourism’s contribution to climate change.  In a wider sense, politicians 
and policymakers need to set an example and lead from the front in terms of being 
seen to reduce their carbon footprints and changing their behaviour and lifestyles.  
Policymakers could also legislate to make tourism businesses more accountable for 
mitigating climate change contributions from the industry.  In addition, tourism 
businesses could be required to provide more information to tourists on the carbon 
footprints of their products and to do more to promote lower carbon emitting 
options.  The analysis of the situational barriers to behavioural change 
demonstrated that the majority of tourists believe that travel agents and tour 
operators do not offer alternatives to flying, that the carbon footprint of different 
holidays is not made clear, and that it is difficult to find out which hotels attempt to 
minimise their environmental impacts.   
 
If tourists in these two cluster groups viewed the Government and tourism 
businesses to be taking a more pro-active approach to tackling climate change, then 
this could potentially result in behavioural change in a substantial proportion of 
overseas travellers belonging to these cluster groups.  There is, however, a 
possibility that blaming the Government and businesses for their inactivity and 
lack of engagement with climate change could be a form of denial mechanism 
(Stoll-Kleemann et al. 2001) for some of the members of these cluster groups.  
Apportioning the blame on governments and industry may be a way of dealing 
with dissonance and it is possible that the removal of these barriers may not result 
in substantial behavioural change.  Further research could be undertaken to 
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investigate the potential for behavioural change within these cluster groups (see 
Section 8.7). 
 
The findings of this research provide policymakers with detailed information on 
the most salient barriers to behavioural change in a holidays and climate change 
context.  Recommendations for how these barriers could be tackled and possibly 
overcome have been made in this section.  Whilst there is a considerable amount of 
scope for behavioural change by UK tourists, and evidence of some willingness to 
engage with climate change when planning holidays by a minority of tourists in 
this study, the findings of this research suggest that instigating significant changes 
in tourists’ attitudes and behaviour will not be an easy or quick task.  The barriers 
to behavioural change are strong for the majority of tourists and there is 
considerable resistance to changing holiday practices.  Behavioural change is likely 
to be a difficult and slow process, but it is vital that policymakers strive to affect 
this change if emissions from the tourism industry are to be reduced in the future. 
 
 
8.6 LIMITATIONS OF THE STUDY 
 
The methodological limitations associated with this study have been discussed in 
detail in Chapter 4.  These limitations include the under representation of the lower 
social classes in the focus group research and younger people, in particular those 
aged between 16 and 24, in the questionnaire survey.  The most pertinent limitation 
of this research, however, concerns external validity and the generalisability of the 
questionnaire data.  The sample used in the survey came from the Bournemouth 
area of the UK.  Whilst the sample is representative of the Bournemouth postcode 
population (the Royal Mail Postcode Address File having been used as the 
sampling frame), it is not necessarily representative of the UK population.  
Therefore, the findings of this study can only be generalised to tourists living in the 
Bournemouth postcode area, and cannot be generalised to all UK tourists.  
However, the findings and conclusions of this research are still relevant and useful 
in providing an indicative understanding of the relationship between UK tourists 
and engagement with climate change considerations in a holiday context.  The 
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internal validity of this research has been enhanced by triangulating the findings of 
the focus group research with the results of the questionnaire survey.  Examination 
of and reflection on the findings of the qualitative and quantitative data showed 
that there was a consistency of results between the two data collection methods in 
relation to the objectives of the research.  By incorporating the findings of the 
focus group research in the design of the questionnaire, this also helped ensure the 
reliability of the research. 
 
 
8.7 SUGGESTIONS FOR FURTHER RESEARCH 
 
There are a number of areas for further research that have materialised out of this 
study.  This research has identified the key barriers preventing tourists from 
changing their holiday behaviour in order to have lower impacts on climate 
change.  Further research could be conducted to ascertain why these barriers are so 
strong.  This research could then lead to further investigation into how these 
barriers can be targeted and eventually overcome.  Qualitative research would 
provide an excellent opportunity to generate a greater insight into the facets of each 
barrier and to probe for ways that the barriers may be reduced or even nullified.  
Some of the structural barriers to action, in particular, will be very difficult to 
overcome without a radical change in tourists’ attitudes towards holidays. 
 
This research has revealed that it is the most frequent overseas holiday takers that 
have the lowest levels of awareness of the impacts of holidays on climate change, 
are less likely to think about climate change impacts when planning their holidays, 
and are the most resistant to changing their holiday behaviour.  Further research 
could be undertaken, specifically with these frequent travellers, in order to 
investigate whether engagement with climate change can be increased and changes 
in holiday behaviour initiated.  If the GHG emissions from the tourism industry are 
to be reduced in the future, then changing the attitudes and behaviour of the most 
frequent overseas holiday takers is essential to this goal. 
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As discussed in Chapter 2, tourism’s contribution to climate change is dominated 
by emissions from air travel.  Further research could be conducted on the barriers 
identified in this study that directly relate to air travel; in particular flying as a 
habitual practice.  The findings of both the focus group research and questionnaire 
survey established that, for the majority of tourists, flying has become an automatic 
choice of transport mode for travelling to holiday destinations.  The habitual nature 
of flying is so strong that alternatives to air travel are not even considered when 
planning holidays.  More research is needed to explore slow travel (low carbon) 
tourism transport practices and to identify how these might be more strongly 
embraced. 
 
Another important area for further research concerns current and future 
Government policy.  This study highlighted the fact that lack of action by the 
Government in tackling climate change is a barrier to tourists changing their 
holiday behaviour.  Section 8.5 of this chapter discussed the practical contribution 
of the findings from this study for policymakers; in particular how the Government 
could use the results of this research to tackle the barriers to behavioural change 
and influence holiday decisions.  What is not clear throughout this study is what 
the UK Government’s position is with regards to reducing the impacts of the 
tourism industry’s contribution to climate change and, specifically, whether they 
desire to see a decrease in the volume of air travel.  The Draft Aviation Framework 
(Department for Transport 2012) states that the Government’s primary objective is 
to achieve long term economic growth and acknowledges the major contribution 
aviation makes to the economy.  The framework also concedes that current airport 
capacity is insufficient to maintain the UK’s international connectivity and will 
need to be expanded in the future.  It is possible that the absence of a clear policy 
direction with regards discouraging the increasing use of air travel could be a 
factor impacting on tourists’ reluctance to change holiday behaviour and is thus an 
area justifying further research.   
 
The focus of this research has been on UK tourists’ engagement with climate 
change.  The findings and implications of this study are likely to be relevant for a 
number of other countries in the developed world.  Whilst some research has 
already been undertaken on tourists’ attitudes towards climate change in other 
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European countries and in Australasia, further research could be undertaken 
specifically examining barriers preventing behavioural change.  In addition, 
Chapter 2 highlighted the high growth in outbound international tourism taking 
place in many developing countries, particularly the BRIC nations.  The growth in 
international holidays and air travel in these countries has been extremely high 
over the last few years, and is predicted to continue increasing at rates high above 
countries in the developed world.  With very little research, to date, conducted on 
tourism and climate change impacts in developing countries, this presents an 
opportunity to explore tourists’ awareness of and attitudes towards holidays and 
climate change.  A comparison of the awareness levels and attitudes of tourists in 
developed and developing countries towards climate change and changing holiday 
behaviour could provide valuable insights into the size and scale of the challenge 
facing policymakers in reducing carbon emissions from tourism at the global level. 
245 
 
REFERENCES 
 
Aarts, H., Verplanken, B. and Van Knippenberg, A., 1998. Predicting behavior 
from actions in the past: Repeated decision making or a matter of habit? Journal of 
Applied Social Psychology, 28 (15), 1355-1374. 
 
 
Ajzen, I., 1991. The theory of planned behavior. Organizational Behavior and 
Human Decision Processes, 50, 179-211. 
 
 
Ajzen, I. and Fishbein, M., 1980. Understanding attitudes and predicting social 
behavior. Englewood Cliffs, NJ: Prentice-Hall. 
 
 
Amelung, B., Nicholls, S. and Viner, D., 2007. Implications of global climate 
change for tourism flows and seasonality. Journal of Travel Research, 45 (3), 285-
296. 
 
 
Anable, J., Lane, B. and Kelay, T., 2006. An evidence base review of public 
attitudes to climate change and transport behaviour. London: Department for 
Transport. 
 
 
Anable, J. and Shaw, J., 2007. Priorities, policies and (time)scales: The delivery of 
emissions reductions in the UK transport sector. Area, 39 (4), 443-457. 
 
 
Anger, A., 2010. Including aviation in the European emissions trading scheme: 
Impacts on the industry, CO2 emissions and macroeconomic activity in the EU. 
Journal of Air Transport Management, 16, 100-105. 
 
 
Anger, A. and Kohler, J., 2010. Including aviation emissions in the EU ETS: Much 
ado about nothing? Transport Policy, 17, 38-46. 
 
 
Arber, S., 2001. Designing samples. In: Gilbert, N., ed. Researching social life. 
2nd ed. London: Sage, 58-82. 
 
 
Bamberg, S. and Schmidt, P., 2003. Incentives, morality or habit? Predicting 
students' car use for university routes with the models of Ajzen, Schwartz, and 
Triandis. Environment and Behavior, 35 (2), 264-285. 
 
 
Barr, S., 2004. Are we all environmentalists now? Rhetoric and reality in 
environmental action. Geoforum, 35, 231-249. 
246 
 
Barr, S., Shaw, G., Coles, T. and Prillwitz, J., 2010. ‘A holiday is a holiday’: 
Practicing sustainability, home and away. Journal of Transport Geography, 18, 
474-481. 
 
 
Barr, S., Shaw, G. and Gilg, A.W., 2011. The policy and practice of sustainable 
lifestyles. Journal of Environmental Planning and Management, 54 (10), 1331-
1350. 
 
 
BBC, 2007. All countries need to take major steps on climate change: Global poll. 
Available from: http://news.bbc.co.uk/1/hi/7010522.stm [Accessed: 18 January 
2008] 
 
 
Becken, S., 2002. Analysing international tourist flows to estimate energy use 
associated with air travel. Journal of Sustainable Tourism, 10 (2), 114-131. 
 
 
Becken, S., 2004. How tourists and tourism experts perceive climate change and 
carbon-offsetting schemes. Journal of Sustainable Tourism, 12 (4), 332-345. 
 
 
Becken, S., 2007. Tourists' perception of international air travel's impact on the 
global climate and potential climate change policies. Journal of Sustainable 
Tourism, 15 (4), 351-368. 
 
 
Becken, S. and Patterson, M., 2006. Measuring national carbon dioxide emissions 
from tourism as a key step towards achieving sustainable tourism. Journal of 
Sustainable Tourism, 14 (4), 323-338. 
 
 
Bem, D.J., 1967. Self-perception: An alternative interpretation of cognitive 
dissonance phenomena. Psychological Review, 74 (3), 183-200. 
 
 
Benn, H., 2007. Secretary of State’s foreword. In: Taking forward the UK climate 
change bill: The government response to pre-legislative scrutiny and public 
consultation. 
 
 
Bergin-Seers, S. and Mair, J., 2009. Emerging green tourists in Australia: Their 
behaviours and attitudes. Tourism and Hospitality Research, 9 (2), 109-119. 
 
 
Blake, J., 1999. Overcoming the value-action gap in environmental policy: 
Tensions between national policy and local experience. Local Environment, 4 (3), 
257-278. 
 
247 
 
Bloor, M., Frankland, J., Thomas, M. and Robson, K., 2001. Focus groups in 
social research. London: Sage. 
 
 
Böhler, S., Grischkat, S., Haustein, S. and Hunecke, M., 2006. Encouraging 
environmentally sustainable holiday travel. Transportation Research Part A, 40, 
652-670. 
 
 
Boon, B., Schroten, A. and Kampman, B., 2007. Compensation schemes for air 
transport. In: Peeters, P., ed. Tourism and climate change mitigation: Methods, 
greenhouse gas reductions and policies. Breda: Stichting NHTV Breda, 77-90. 
 
 
Bourdieu, P., 1984. Distinction: A social critique of the judgement of taste. 
London: Routledge. 
 
 
Bows, A. and Anderson, K.L., 2007. Policy clash: Can projected aviation growth 
be reconciled with the UK Government’s carbon-reduction target? Transport 
Policy, 14, 103-110. 
 
 
Bows, A., Anderson, K. and Mander, S., 2009a. Aviation in turbulent times. 
Technology Analysis & Strategic Management, 21 (1), 17-37. 
 
 
Bows, A., Anderson, K., and Peeters, P., 2009b. Air transport, climate change and 
tourism. Tourism and Hospitality Planning & Development, 6 (1), 7-20. 
 
 
Boyatzis, R.E., 1998. Transforming qualitative information: Thematic analysis and 
code development. Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage. 
 
 
Braun, V. and Clarke, V., 2006. Using thematic analysis in psychology. 
Qualitative Research in Psychology, 3 (2), 77-101. 
 
 
Breakwell, G.M., Hammond, S. and Fife-Schaw, C., (Eds). 2000. Research 
methods in psychology. 2nd ed. London: Sage. 
 
 
Breiling, M. and Charamza, P., 1999. The impact of global warming on winter 
tourism and skiing: A regionalised model for Austrian snow conditions. Regional 
Environmental Change, 1 (1), 4-14. 
 
 
248 
 
Broderick, J., 2009. Voluntary carbon offsetting for air travel. In: Gössling, S. and 
Upham, P., eds. Climate change and aviation: Issues, challenges and solutions. 
London: Earthscan, 329-346. 
 
 
Brons, M., Pels, E., Nijkamp, P. and Rietveld, P., 2002. Price elasticities of 
demand for passenger air travel: A meta-analysis. Journal of Air Transport 
Management, 8 (3), 164-175. 
 
 
Brouwer, R., Brander, L. and Van Beukerling, P., 2008. “A convenient truth”: Air 
travel passengers’ willingness to pay to offset their CO2 emissions. Climatic 
Change, 90, 299-313. 
 
 
Bryman, A., 2008. Social research methods. 3rd ed. Oxford University Press. 
 
 
Burns, P. and Bibbings, L., 2009. The end of tourism? Climate change and societal 
challenges. 21
st
 Century Society, 4 (1), 31-51. 
  
 
Channel 4, 2005. Climate control survey. Available from: 
http://www.channel4.com/news/media/2005/06/week_2/06_climate_change.pdf 
[Accessed: 30 March 2009] 
 
 
Chapman, L., 2007. Transport and climate change: A review. Journal of Transport 
Geography, 15, 354-367. 
 
 
Chung, J. and Monroe, G.S., 2003. Exploring social desirability bias. Journal of 
Business Ethics, 44, 291-302. 
 
 
Cleveland, M., Kalamas, M. and Laroche, M., 2005. Shades of green: Linking 
environmental locus of control and pro-environmental behaviours. Journal of 
Consumer Marketing, 22 (4), 198-212. 
 
 
Climate Change Act, 2008. Available from:  
http://www.legislation.gov.uk/ukpga/2008/27 [Accessed: 09 January 2013] 
 
 
Climate Change Act 2008 (2020 Target, Credit Limit and Definitions) Order 2009. 
Available from:  
http://www.legislation.gov.uk/ukdsi/2009/9780111478523/article/2 [Accessed: 09 
January 2013] 
 
249 
 
Coffey, A. and Atkinson, P., 1996. Making sense of qualitative data: 
Complementary research strategies. Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage. 
 
 
Cohen, S.A. and Higham, J.E.S., 2011. Eyes wide shut? UK consumer perceptions 
on aviation climate impacts and travel decisions to New Zealand. Current Issues in 
Tourism, 14 (4), 323-335. 
 
 
Cohen, S.A., Higham, J.E.S. and Cavaliere, C.T., 2011. Binge flying: Behavioural 
addiction and climate change. Annals of Tourism Research, 38 (3), 1070-1089. 
 
 
Creswell, J.W., 2003. Research design: Qualitative, quantitative and mixed 
method approaches.  2nd ed. Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage. 
 
 
Creswell, J.W., 2009. Research design: Qualitative, quantitative, and mixed 
methods approaches.  3rd ed. Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage. 
 
 
Daley, B. and Preston, H., 2009. Aviation and climate change: Assessment of 
policy options. In: Gössling, S. and Upham, P., eds. Climate change and aviation: 
Issues, challenges and solutions. London: Earthscan, 347-372.  
 
 
Darnton, A., 2008. GSR behaviour change knowledge review reference report: An 
overview of behaviour change models and their uses. Available from: 
http://www.civilservice.gov.uk/wp-
content/uploads/2011/09/Behaviour_change_reference_report_tcm6-9697.pdf 
[Accessed: 16 November 2012]. 
 
 
DECC (Department of Energy & Climate Change), 2012. International aviation 
and shipping emissions and the UK’s carbon budgets and 2050 target. Available 
from: 
https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/uk-carbon-budgets-and-the-2050-
target-international-aviation-and-shipping-emissions [Accessed: 09 January 2013] 
 
 
DfT (Department for Transport), 2006. Air transport white paper progress report.    
Available from:  
http://www.dft.gov.uk/about/strategy/whitepapers/air/aviationprogressreportsectio
n/aviationprogressreport [Accessed: 25 January 2008].  
 
 
DfT (Department for Transport), 2008. Public experiences of and attitudes to air 
travel. Available from:  
http://www.dft.gov.uk/pgr/statistics/datatablespublications/trsnstatsatt/airtravel 
[Accessed: 12 February 2009].  
250 
 
DfT (Department for Transport), 2010. Public experiences of and attitudes towards 
air travel. Available from:  
http://www.dft.gov.uk/statistics/releases/public-experiences-of-and-attitudes-
towards-air-travel/ [Accessed: 28 September 2012]. 
 
 
DfT (Department for Transport), 2012. Draft aviation policy framework. Available 
from:  
http://assets.dft.gov.uk/consultations/dft-2012-35/draft-aviation-policy-
framework.pdf [Accessed: 28 September 2012]. 
 
 
Dickinson, J.E., Robbins, D. and Fletcher, J., 2009. Representation of transport: A 
rural destination analysis. Annals of Tourism Research, 36 (1), 103-123. 
 
 
Dickinson, J.E., Robbins, D. and Lumsdon, L., 2010. Holiday travel discourses and 
climate change. Journal of Transport Geography, 18, 482-489. 
 
 
Dickinson, J.E., Lumsdon, L.M. and Robbins, D., 2011. Slow travel: Issues for 
tourism and climate change. Journal of Sustainable Tourism, 19 (3), 281-300. 
 
 
Diekmann, A. and Preisendörfer, P., 2003. Green and greenback: The behavioral 
effects of environmental attitudes in low-cost and high-cost situations. Rationality 
and Society, 15 (4), 441-472. 
 
 
Dodds, R., Leung, M. and Smith, W., 2008. Assessing awareness of carbon 
offsetting by travelers and travel agents. Anatolia: An International Journal of 
Tourism and Hospitality Research, 19 (1), 135-148. 
 
 
Dubois, G. and Ceron, J.-P., 2006a. Tourism and climate change: Proposals for a 
research agenda. Journal of Sustainable Tourism, 14 (4), 399-415. 
 
 
Dubois, G. and Ceron, J.-P., 2006b. Tourism/leisure greenhouse gas emissions 
forecasts for 2050: Factors for change in France. Journal of Sustainable Tourism, 
14 (2), 172-191. 
 
 
Dunlap, R.E., Van Liere, K.D., Mertig, A.G. and Jones, R.E., 2000. Measuring 
endorsement of the new ecological paradigm: A revised NEP scale. Journal of 
Social Issues, 56 (3), 425-442. 
 
 
251 
 
Eriksson, L., Garvill, J. and Nordlund, A.M., 2006. Acceptability of travel demand 
management measures: The importance of problem awareness, personal norm, 
freedom, and fairness. Journal of Environmental Psychology, 26, 15-26. 
 
 
European Commission, (2006). Proposal for a directive of the European parliament 
and of the council amending directive 2003/87/ec so as to include aviation 
activities in the scheme for greenhouse gas emission allowance trading within the 
community. Available from:  
http://eur-
lex.europa.eu/LexUriServ/LexUriServ.do?uri=COM:2006:0818:FIN:EN:PDF  
[Accessed: 07 January 2008].  
 
 
European Commission, (2007). Combating climate change. Available from:  
http://bookshop.europa.eu/eubookshop/FileCache/PUBPDF/NAAB07125ENC/NA
AB07125ENC_002.pdf [Accessed: 03 January 2008].  
 
 
Everitt, B.S., 1993. Cluster analysis. 3rd ed. London: Edward Arnold. 
 
 
Festinger, L., 1957. A theory of cognitive dissonance. Stanford, CA: Stanford 
University Press. 
 
 
Field, A., 2000. Cluster analysis. Available from:  
http://www.statisticshell.com/docs/cluster.pdf [Accessed: 04 January 2012]. 
 
 
Field, A., 2009. Discovering statistics using SPSS. 3rd ed. London: Sage. 
 
 
Giddens, A., 1991. Modernity and self-identity: Self and society in the late modern 
age. Cambridge: Polity Press. 
 
 
Giles, D.C., 2002. Advanced research methods in psychology. Hove: Routledge. 
 
 
Gillham, B., 2000. Developing a questionnaire. London: Continuum 
 
 
Givoni, M. and Rietveld, P., 2010. The environmental implications of airlines’ 
choice of aircraft size. Journal of Air Transport Management, 16, 159-167. 
 
 
Gössling, S., 2002. Global environmental consequences of tourism. Global 
Environmental Change, 12 (4), 283-302. 
 
252 
 
Gössling, S., Bredberg, M., Randow, A., Sandstrom, E. and Svensson, P., 2006. 
Tourist perceptions of climate change: A study of international tourists in 
Zanzibar. Current Issues in Tourism, 9 (4), 419-435. 
 
 
Gössling, S., Broderick, J., Upham, P., Ceron, J.-P., Dubois, G., Peeters, P. and 
Strasdas, W., 2007. Voluntary carbon offsetting schemes for aviation: Efficiency, 
credibility and sustainable tourism. Journal of Sustainable Tourism, 15 (3), 223-
248. 
 
 
Gössling, S., Haglund, L., Kallgren, H., Revahl, M. and Hultman, J., 2009. 
Swedish air travelers and voluntary carbon offsets: Towards the co-creation of 
environmental value? Current Issues in Tourism, 12 (1), 1-19. 
 
 
Gössling, S. and Hall, C.M., 2006. Uncertainties in predicting tourist flows under 
scenarios of climate change. Climatic Change, 79, 163-173. 
 
 
Gössling, S. and Hall, C.M., 2008. Swedish tourism and climate change mitigation: 
An emerging conflict? Scandinavian Journal of Hospitality and Tourism, 8 (2), 
141-158. 
 
 
Gössling, S. and Peeters, P., 2007. 'It does not harm the environment!' An analysis 
of industry discourses on tourism, air travel and the environment. Journal of 
Sustainable Tourism, 15 (4), 402-417. 
 
 
Gössling, S., Peeters, P., Ceron, J.-P., Dubois, G., Patterson, T. and Richardson, 
R.B., 2005. The eco-efficiency of tourism. Ecological Economics, 54 (4), 417-434. 
 
 
Green, J.E., 2009. The potential for reducing the impact of aviation on climate 
change. Technology Analysis & Strategic Management, 21 (1), 39-59. 
 
 
Guardian, 2007. Flying addicts take dim view of air taxes in poll. Available from:  
http://www.guardian.co.uk/business/2007/may/26/theairlineindustry.transportinthe
uk [Accessed: 18 January 2008] 
 
 
Hair, Jr, J.F., Black, W.C., Babin, B.J. and Anderson, R.E., 2010. Multivariate 
data analysis: A global perspective. 7th ed. Upper Saddle River, NJ: Pearson. 
 
 
Halpern, D., Bates, C., Mulgan, G., Aldridge, S., Beales, G. and Heathfield, A., 
2004. Personal responsibility and changing behaviour: The state of knowledge and 
its implications for public policy. Cabinet Office, Prime Minister's Strategy Unit. 
253 
 
Hares, A., Dickinson, J. and Wilkes, K., 2010. Climate change and the air travel 
decisions of UK tourists. Journal of Transport Geography, 18, 466-473. 
 
 
Hargreaves, T., 2011. Practice-ing behavior change: Applying social practice 
theory to pro-environmental behavior change. Journal of Consumer Culture, 11 
(1), 79-99. 
 
 
Haustein, S. and Hunecke, M., 2007. Reduced use of environmentally friendly 
modes of transportation caused by perceived mobility necessities: An extension of 
the Theory of Planned Behavior. Journal of Applied Social Psychology, 37 (8), 
1856-1883. 
 
 
Hopper, J.R. and Nielsen, J.M., 1991. Recycling as altruistic behavior: Normative 
and behavioral strategies to expand participation in a community recycling 
program.  Environment and Behavior, 23 (2), 195-220. 
 
 
Høyer, K., 2000. Sustainable tourism or sustainable mobility? The Norwegian 
case. Journal of Sustainable Tourism, 8 (2), 147-160. 
 
 
Hunter, C. and Shaw, J., 2007. The ecological footprint as a key indicator of 
sustainable tourism. Tourism Management, 28 (1), 46-57. 
 
 
Ibeh, K., Brock, J.K. and Zhou, Y.J., 2004. The drop and collect survey among 
industrial populations: Theory and empirical evidence. Industrial Marketing 
Management, 33, 155-165. 
 
 
IPCC (Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change). Summary for policymakers. 
In: Climate change 2007: The physical science basis. Contribution of working 
group I to the fourth assessment report of the Intergovernmental Panel on Climate 
Change. Available from:  
http://www.ipcc.ch/pdf/assessment-report/ar4/wg1/ar4-wg1-spm.pdf [Accessed: 26 
November 2007]. 
 
 
Ipsos MORI, 2007. Tipping point or turning point? Social marketing and climate 
change. Available from:  
http://www.ipsos-
mori.com/researchpublications/publications/publication.aspx?oItemId=1174 
[Accessed: 18 January 2008] 
 
 
254 
 
Jackson, T., 2005. Motivating sustainable consumption: A review of evidence on 
consumer behaviour and behavioural change. A report to the Sustainable 
Development Research Network. 
 
 
Kaiser, F.G., Hubner, G. and Bogner, F.X., 2005. Contrasting the theory of 
planned behavior with the value-belief-norm model in explaining conservation 
behavior. Journal of Applied Social Psychology, 35 (10), 2150-2170. 
 
 
Kaufman, L. and Rousseeuw, P.J., 1990. Finding groups in data: An introduction 
to cluster analysis. New York, NY: John Wiley & Sons. 
 
 
Kemp, R., 2009. Short-haul aviation - under what conditions is it more 
environmentally benign than the alternatives? Technology Analysis & Strategic 
Management, 21 (1), 115-127. 
 
 
Kinnear, P.R. and Gray, C.D., 2010. PASW statistics 17 made simple. Hove: 
Psychology Press. 
 
 
Kline, P., 1994. An easy guide to factor analysis. London: Routledge. 
 
 
Koenig, U. and Abegg, B., 1997. Impacts of climate change on winter tourism in 
the Swiss Alps. Journal of Sustainable Tourism, 5 (1), 46-58. 
 
 
Kollmuss, A. and Agyeman, J., 2002. Mind the gap: Why do people act 
environmentally and what are the barriers to pro-environmental behavior? 
Environmental Education Research, 8 (3), 239-260. 
 
 
Krueger, R.A. and Casey, M.A., 2000. Focus groups: A practical guide for applied 
research. Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage. 
 
 
Lam, S.-P., 1999. Predicting intentions to conserve water from the theory of 
planned behavior, perceived moral obligation, and perceived water right. Journal 
of Applied Social Psychology, 29 (5), 1058-1071. 
 
 
Larsen, J., Urry, J. and Axhausen, K., 2006. Mobilities, Networks, Geographies. 
Aldershot: Ashgate. 
 
 
Lawrence, P., 2009. Meeting the challenge of aviation emissions: An aircraft 
industry perspective. Technology Analysis & Strategic Management, 21 (1), 79-92. 
255 
 
Lee, D.S., Fahey, D.W., Forster, P.M., Newton, P.J., Wit, R.C.N., Lim, L.L., 
Owen, B. and Sausen, R., 2009. Aviation and global climate change in the 21
st
 
century. Atmospheric Environment, 43, 3520-3537. 
 
 
Liang, L. and James, A.D., 2009. The low-cost carrier model in China: The 
adoption of a strategic innovation. Technology Analysis & Strategic Management, 
21 (1), 129-148. 
 
 
Lincoln, Y.S. and Guba, E.G., 1985. Naturalistic Inquiry. Beverly Hills, CA: Sage. 
 
 
Line, T., Chatterjee, K. and Lyons, G., 2010. The travel behavior intentions of 
young people in the context of climate change. Journal of Transport Geography, 
18, 238-246. 
 
 
Lorenzoni, I., Nicholson-Cole, S. and Whitmarsh, L., 2007. Barriers perceived to 
engaging with climate change among the UK public and their policy implications. 
Global Environmental Change, 17, 445-459. 
 
 
Lugosi, P., 2006. Between overt and covert research: Concealment and disclosure 
in an ethnographic study of commercial hospitality. Qualitative Inquiry, 12 (3), 
541-561. 
 
 
Lynn, P. and Taylor, B., 1995. On the bias and variance of samples of individuals: 
A comparison of the electoral registers and postcode address file as sampling 
frames. Journal of the Royal Statistics Society, Series D, 44 (2), 173-194. 
 
 
MacKerron, G.J., Egerton, C., Gaskell, C., Parpia, A. and Mourato, S., 2009. 
Willingness to pay for carbon offset certification and co-benefits among (high-) 
flying young adults in the UK. Energy Policy, 37, 1372-1381. 
 
 
Maddison, D., 2001. In search of warmer climates? The impact of climate change 
on flows of British tourists. Climatic Change, 49, 193-208. 
 
 
Mair, J., 2011. Exploring air travellers’ voluntary carbon-offsetting behavior. 
Journal of Sustainable Tourism, 19 (2), 215-230. 
 
 
Mayor, K. and Tol, R.S.J., 2007. The impact of the UK aviation tax on carbon 
dioxide emissions and visitor numbers. Transport Policy, 14, 507-513. 
 
 
256 
 
McKercher, B., Prideaux, B., Cheung, C. and Law, R., 2010. Achieving voluntary 
reductions in the carbon footprint of tourism and climate change. Journal of 
Sustainable Tourism, 18 (3), 297-317. 
 
 
Michaelis, L., 1997. Special issues in carbon/energy taxation: Marine bunker fuel 
charges. Available from:  
http://www.olis.oecd.org/olis/1997doc.nsf/LinkTo/NT00000D5E/$FILE/03E89988
.PDF [Accessed: 18 January 2008].  
 
 
Miller, G., Rathouse, K., Scarles, C., Holmes, K. and Tribe, J., 2007. Public 
understanding of sustainable leisure and tourism: A report to the Department for 
Environment, Food and Rural Affairs. Guildford: University of Surrey. 
 
 
Morgan, D.L., 1998. Planning focus groups. Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage. 
 
 
Morrell, P., 2009. The potential for European aviation CO2 emissions reduction 
through the use of larger aircraft. Journal of Air Transport Management, 15, 151-
157. 
 
 
National Centre for Social Research, 2012. British Social Attitudes: The 29
th
 
Report. Available from:  
http://www.bsa-29.natcen.ac.uk/ [Accessed 14 December 2012]. 
 
 
Nickerson, R.S., 2003. Psychology and environmental change. Mahwah, NJ: 
Lawrence Erlbaum Associates. 
 
 
Nilsson, J.H., 2009. Low-cost aviation. In: Gössling, S. and Upham, P., eds. 
Climate change and aviation: Issues, challenges and solutions. London: Earthscan, 
113-129. 
 
 
Nordlund, A.M. and Garvill, J., 2002. Value structures behind proenvironmental 
behavior. Environment and Behavior, 34 (6), 740-756. 
 
 
Olsthoorn, X., 2001. Carbon dioxide emissions from international aviation: 1950-
2050, Journal of Air Transport Management, 7, 87-93. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
257 
 
ONS (Office for National Statistics), 2001a. 2001 Census: Census Area Statistics: 
Bournemouth (Local Authority): Sex (UV03). Available from:  
http://www.neighbourhood.statistics.gov.uk/dissemination/LeadTableView.do?a=7
&b=276839&c=bournemouth&d=13&e=16&g=402513&i=1001x1003x1004&m=
0&r=1&s=1345472982985&enc=1&dsFamilyId=77 [Accessed 06 December 
2011]. 
 
 
ONS (Office for National Statistics), 2001b. 2001 Census: Census Area Statistics: 
Poole (Local Authority): Sex (UV03). Available from:  
http://www.neighbourhood.statistics.gov.uk/dissemination/LeadTableView.do?a=7
&b=276840&c=poole&d=13&e=16&g=403337&i=1001x1003x1004&m=0&r=1
&s=1345473251546&enc=1&dsFamilyId=77 [Accessed 06 December 2011]. 
 
 
ONS (Office for National Statistics), 2001c. 2001 Census: Census Area Statistics: 
Bournemouth (Local Authority): Age (UV04). Available from:  
http://www.neighbourhood.statistics.gov.uk/dissemination/LeadTableView.do?a=7
&b=276839&c=bournemouth&d=13&e=16&g=402513&i=1001x1003x1004&m=
0&r=1&s=1345471852380&enc=1&dsFamilyId=91 [Accessed 06 December 
2011]. 
 
 
ONS (Office for National Statistics), 2001d. 2001 Census: Census Area Statistics: 
Poole (Local Authority): Age (UV04). Available from:  
http://www.neighbourhood.statistics.gov.uk/dissemination/LeadTableView.do?a=7
&b=276840&c=poole&d=13&e=16&g=403337&i=1001x1003x1004&m=0&r=1
&s=1345472890673&enc=1&dsFamilyId=91 [Accessed 06 December 2011]. 
 
 
ONS (Office for National Statistics), 2008. Travel trends 2006: Data and 
commentary from the international passenger survey. Available from:  
http://www.ons.gov.uk/ons/rel/ott/travel-trends/2006/index.htmlpdf [Accessed: 24 
January 2008].  
 
 
ONS (Office for National Statistics), 2010. Travel trends 2009. Available from:  
http://www.ons.gov.uk/ons/rel/ott/travel-trends/2009/index.html [Accessed: 28 
September 2012]. 
 
 
ONS (Office for National Statistics), 2011. Travel trends 2010. Available from:  
http://www.ons.gov.uk/ons/rel/ott/travel-trends/2010/index.html [Accessed: 28 
September 2012]. 
 
 
Oppenheim, A.N., 1992. Questionnaire design, interviewing and attitude 
measurement.  2nd ed. London: Continuum. 
 
258 
 
Ouellette, J.A. and Wood, W., 1998. Habit and intention in everyday life: The 
multiple processes by which past behavior predicts future behavior. Psychological 
Bulletin, 124 (1), 54-74. 
 
 
Parker, R., 2009. From blue skies to green skies: Engine technology to reduce the 
climate-change impacts of aviation. Technology Analysis & Strategic 
Management, 21 (1), 61-78. 
 
 
Peeters, P. and Dubois, G., 2010. Tourism travel under climate change mitigation 
constraints. Journal of Transport Geography, 18, 447-457. 
 
 
Peeters, P., Gössling, S. and Becken, S., 2006. Innovation towards tourism 
sustainability: Climate change and aviation. Int. J. Innovation and Sustainable 
Development, 1 (3), 184-200. 
 
 
Peeters, P. and Schouten, F., 2006. Reducing the ecological footprint of inbound 
tourism and transport to Amsterdam. Journal of Sustainable Tourism, 14 (2), 157-
171. 
 
 
Peeters, P., Szimba, E. and Duijnisveld, M., 2007. Major environmental impacts of 
European tourist transport. Journal of Transport Geography, 15 (2), 83-93. 
 
 
Penner, J.E., Lister, D.H., Griggs, D.J., Dokken, D.J. and McFarland, M., eds, 
1999. Summary for policymakers: Aviation and the global atmosphere. A special 
report of IPCC working groups I and III. Available from:  
http://www.ipcc.ch/pdf/special-reports/spm/av-en.pdf [Accessed: 5 December 
2007].  
 
 
Punch, K.F., 2005. Introduction to social research: Quantitative and qualitative 
approaches.  2nd ed. London: Sage. 
 
 
Randles, S. and Mander, S., 2009. Aviation, consumption and the climate change 
debate: 'Are you going to tell me off for flying?' Technology Analysis & Strategic 
Management, 21 (1), 93-113. 
 
 
Reckwitz, A., 2002. Toward a theory of social practices: A development in 
culturalist theorizing. European Journal of Social Theory, 5 (2), 243-263. 
 
 
Rogerson, P.A., 2001. Statistical methods for geography. London: Sage. 
 
259 
 
Royal Mail, 2010. Postcode Address File. Available from:  
http://www.royalmail.com/postcode address file [Accessed: 10 June 2010]. 
 
 
Ryan, G.W. and Bernard, H.R., 2003. Techniques to identify themes. Field 
Methods, 15 (1), 85-109. 
 
 
Sarantakos, S., 2005. Social research. 3rd ed. Basingstoke: Palgrave Macmillan. 
 
 
Saunders, M., Lewis, P. and Thornhill, A., 2007. Research methods for business 
students. 4th ed. Harlow: Pearson Education. 
 
 
Scheelhasse, J.D. and Grimme, W.G., 2007. Emissions trading for international 
aviation – An estimation of the economic impact on selected European airlines. 
Journal of Air Transport Management, 13, 253-263. 
 
 
Schwartz, S.H., 1977. Normative influences on altruism. In: Berkowitz, L., ed. 
Advances in Experimental Social Psychology. New York, NY: Academic Press, 
221-279. 
 
 
Sekaran, U., 2003. Research methods for business. 4th ed. New York, NY: John 
Wiley & Sons. 
 
 
Semenza, J.C., Hall, D.E., Wilson, D.J., Bontempo, B.D., Sailor, D.J. and George, 
L.A., 2008. Public perception of climate change: Voluntary mitigation and barriers 
to behavior change. American Journal of Preventive Medicine, 35 (5), 479-487. 
 
 
Shaw, S. and Thomas, C., 2006. Discussion note: Social and cultural dimensions of 
air travel demand: Hyper-mobility in the UK? Journal of Sustainable Tourism, 14 
(2), 209-215. 
 
 
Shove, E., 2003. Comfort, cleanliness and convenience: The social organization of 
normality. Oxford: Berg. 
 
 
Shove, E., 2010. Beyond the ABC: Climate change policy and theories of social 
change. Environment and Planning A, 42, 1273-1285. 
 
 
Simmons, R., 2008. Questionnaires. In: Gilbert, N., ed. Researching social life. 3rd 
ed. London: Sage, 182-205. 
 
260 
 
Southerton, D., Warde, A. and Hand, M., 2004. The limited autonomy of the 
consumer: Implications for sustainable consumption. In: Southerton, D., 
Chappells, H. and Van Vliet, B., eds. Sustainable consumption: The implications 
of changing infrastructures of provision. Cheltenham: Edward Elgar, 32-48. 
 
 
Spaargaren, G., 2003. Sustainable consumption: A theoretical and environmental 
perspective. Society and Natural Resources, 16, 687-701. 
 
 
Spaargaren, G. and Martens, S., 2005. Globalization and the role of citizen-
consumers in environmental politics. In: Wijen, F., Zoeteman, K. and Pieters, J., 
eds. A handbook of globalization and environmental policy. Cheltenham: Edward 
Elgar, 211-245. 
 
 
Spaargaren, G. and Van Vliet, B.J.M., 2000. Lifestyles, consumption and the 
environment: The ecological modernisation of domestic consumption. 
Environmental Politics, 9 (1), 50-77. 
 
 
Steg, L., Dreijerink, L. and Abrahamse, W., 2005. Factors influencing the 
acceptability of energy policies: A test of VBN theory. Journal of Environmental 
Psychology, 25, 415-425. 
 
 
Stern, N., 2006. Stern review on the economics of climate change. Available from:  
http://www.hm-
treasury.gov.uk/independent_reviews/stern_review_economics_climate_change/ste
rn_review_report.cfm [Accessed: 08 January 2008].  
 
 
Stern, P.C., 2000. Toward a coherent theory of environmentally significant 
behavior. Journal of Social Issues, 56 (3), 407-424. 
 
 
Stern, P.C., Dietz, T., Abel, T., Guagnano, G.A., and Kalof, L., 1999. A value-
belief-norm theory of support for social movements: The case of 
environmentalism. Human Ecology Review, 6 (2), 81-97. 
 
 
Sterngold, A., Warland, R.H. and Herrmann, R.O., 1994. Do surveys overstate 
public concerns? Public Opinion Quarterly, 58, 255-263. 
 
 
Stoll-Kleemann, S., O'Riordan, T. and Jaeger, C.C., 2001. The psychology of 
denial concerning climate mitigation measures: Evidence from Swiss focus groups. 
Global Environmental Change, 11 (2), 107-117. 
 
261 
 
Tabachnick, B.G. and Fidell, L.S., 1996. Using multivariate statistics. 3rd ed. New 
York, NY: Harper Collins. 
 
 
Tabachnick, B.G. and Fidell, L.S., 2001. Using multivariate statistics. 4th ed. 
Needham Heights, MA: Allyn & Bacon. 
 
 
Thurlow, C. and Jaworski, A., 2006. The alchemy of the upwardly mobile: 
Symbolic capital and the stylization of elites in frequent-flyer programmes. 
Discourse & Society, 17 (1), 99-135. 
 
 
Tol, R.S.J., 2007. The impact of a carbon tax on international tourism. 
Transportation Research Part D, 12, 129-142. 
 
 
United Nations, 1998. Kyoto Protocol to the United Nations Framework 
Convention on Climate Change.  
Available from: http://unfccc.int/resource/docs/convkp/kpeng.pdf [Accessed: 12 
December 2007].  
 
 
UNWTO (United Nations World Tourism Organization), 2003. Djerba declaration 
on tourism and climate change. Available from:  
http://sdt.unwto.org/sites/all/files/docpdf/djerbadeclaration-eng.pdf [Accessed: 14 
November 2007]. 
 
 
UNWTO (United Nations World Tourism Organization), 2007a. Davos 
declaration: Climate change and tourism responding to global challenges. 
Available from:  
http://www.unwto.org/pdf/pr071046.pdf [Accessed: 14 November 2007].  
 
 
UNWTO (United Nations World Tourism Organization), 2007b. Tourism 
highlights 2007 edition. Available from:  
http://unwto.org/facts/eng/pdf/highlights/highlights_07_eng_lr.pdf [Accessed: 27 
November 2007]. 
  
 
UNWTO (United Nations World Tourism Organization), 2011. About UNWTO. 
Available from:  
http://dtxtq4w60xqpw.cloudfront.net/sites/all/files/docpdf/aboutunwto.pdf 
[Accessed: 28 September 2012]. 
 
 
 
 
262 
 
UNWTO (United Nations World Tourism Organization), 2012. Tourism highlights 
2012 edition. Available from:  
http://mkt.unwto.org/en/publication/unwto-tourism-highlights-2012-edition 
[Accessed: 28 September 2012]. 
 
 
UNWTO-UNEP-WMO (United Nations World Tourism Organization-United 
Nations Environment Programme-World Meteorological Organization), 2008. 
Climate change and tourism: Responding to global challenges. Madrid: UNWTO. 
Available from:  
http://www.unep.fr/shared/publications/pdf/WEBx0142xPA-
ClimateChangeandTourismGlobalChallenges.pdf [Accessed: 15 March 2010]. 
 
 
Urry, J., 2002. The tourist gaze. 2nd ed. Sage: London.  
 
 
Urry, J., 2010. Sociology and climate change. The Sociological Review, 57 (2), 84-
100. 
 
 
Verbeek, D. and Mommaas, H., 2007. Sustainable tourism mobility: The social 
practices approach. In: Peeters, P., ed. Tourism and climate change mitigation: 
Methods, greenhouse gas reductions and policies. Breda: Stichting NHTV Breda, 
63-74. 
 
 
Verbeek, D.H.P. and Mommaas H., 2008.  Transitions to sustainable tourism 
mobility: The social practices approach. Journal of Sustainable Tourism, 16 (6), 
629-644. 
 
 
Wall, G., 1998. Implications of global climate change for tourism and recreation in 
wetland areas. Climatic Change, 40 (2), 371-389. 
 
 
Warde, A., 2005. Consumption and theories of practice. Journal of Consumer 
Culture, 5 (2), 131-153. 
 
 
Williams, V., Noland, R.B. and Tuomi, R., 2002. Reducing the climate change 
impacts of aviation by restricting cruise altitudes. Transportation Research Part D, 
7, 451-464. 
 
 
Wilson, P.R. and Elliot, D.J., 1987. An evaluation of the postcode address file as a 
sampling frame and its use within OPCS. Journal of the Royal Statistical Society, 
Series A, 150 (3), 230-240. 
263 
 
APPENDICES 
 
List of Appendices 
 
Appendix 4.1: Focus groups topic guide............................................................... 265 
Appendix 4.2: Draft version of questionnaire used in pre-test ............................. 271 
Appendix 4.3: Feedback form for pre-test questionnaire...................................... 279 
Appendix 4.4: Draft version of questionnaire used in pilot study ........................ 280 
Appendix 4.5: Cover letter used in pilot study ..................................................... 288 
Appendix 4.6: Reminder letter used in pilot study ............................................... 289 
Appendix 4.7: Questionnaire used in main survey ............................................... 290 
Appendix 4.8: Cover letter used in main survey ................................................... 298 
Appendix 4.9: Reminder letter used in main survey ............................................. 299 
Appendix 4.10: Bournemouth University Ethics Checklist .................................. 300 
Appendix 4.11: Bournemouth University Risk Assessment Form ....................... 303 
Appendix 5.1: Journal article – Hares et al. (2010) .............................................. 306 
Appendix 5.2: TTRA conference paper ................................................................ 323 
Appendix 6.1: Spearman’s rho test results ............................................................ 333 
Appendix 6.2: Transcripts of responses to Question 8 ......................................... 334 
Appendix 6.3: Spearman’s rho test results ............................................................ 339 
Appendix 6.4: Spearman’s rho test results ............................................................ 340 
Appendix 6.5: Contingency tables for chi-square tests ......................................... 341 
Appendix 7.1: Spearman’s rho test results ............................................................ 347 
Appendix 7.2: Spearman’s rho test results ............................................................ 348 
Appendix 7.3: Spearman’s rho test results ............................................................ 349 
Appendix 7.4: Spearman’s rho test results ............................................................ 350 
Appendix 7.5: Spearman’s rho test results ............................................................ 351 
Appendix 7.6: Spearman’s rho test results ............................................................ 352 
Appendix 7.7: Spearman’s rho test results ............................................................ 353 
Appendix 7.8: Spearman’s rho test results ............................................................ 354 
Appendix 7.9: Spearman’s rho test results ............................................................ 355 
Appendix 7.10: Spearman’s rho test results .......................................................... 356 
Appendix 7.11: Spearman’s rho test results .......................................................... 357 
264 
 
Appendix 7.12: Spearman’s rho test results .......................................................... 358 
Appendix 7.13: Dendogram .................................................................................. 359 
Appendix 7.14: Cluster means for four cluster solution ....................................... 360 
Appendix 7.15: Cluster means for five cluster solution ........................................ 363 
Appendix 7.16: Opinions on the size of contribution by cluster .......................... 366 
265 
 
Appendix 4.1: Focus groups topic guide 
 
Overview of discussion guide: 
 
Introduction (5 min) 
 
Around the table – participant introductions (5 min) 
 
Introductory question – What do you know or understand about climate change? 
(10 min) 
 
Listing exercise – List the ways you think your lifestyle might contribute to 
climate change. 
Follow-up question – Do you do anything to reduce your impact on climate 
change? (15 min) 
 
Holidays and climate change (Part 1): Ranking exercise – What are the important 
factors you consider when making decisions about where to go on holiday? (10 
min) 
 
Holidays and climate change (Part 2) – How might your holidays impact on 
climate change? (10 min) 
 
Potential barriers to climate change featuring more prominently in holiday 
decision-making – Things to discuss: Low-cost airlines, carbon offsetting, 
responsible tourism/travel, eco-tourism, etc. (15 min) 
 
Concluding remarks – any questions from participants, thank everyone (5 min) 
 
Total 1hr 15 min (approx) 
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Draft Discussion Guide: 
 
Introduction 
 
Welcome everyone and thank them for coming. 
Introduce myself. 
Overview of topic (the focus group will be discussing climate change). 
Re-emphasise that no specific knowledge is required. 
Tape recording – so as to not miss comments – and confidentiality – no names 
used. 
Mobile phones switched to silent? 
I’m interested in your thoughts and views, so no right or wrong answers. 
Differing views very welcome. 
Explain name tents - you can talk to each other directly, you don’t have to go 
through me. 
Help yourself to tea and coffee during the discussion. 
 
Around the table 
 
“Let’s begin.  To start with, I’d like to go around the table and for you to introduce 
yourselves.  If you could just say your name and a little bit about you, for example 
what you enjoy doing in your spare time.” 
 
Introductory question: 
 
“I’d like to start by asking a really open question, and that is”:  
Q.1 “What do you know or understand about climate change? 
 
Probe if greenhouse gases are not mentioned - (“Are you familiar with the term 
Greenhouse Gases?”) Check what is understood by this term. 
Probe if carbon emissions are not mentioned - (“Are you familiar with the term 
‘Carbon Emissions?”) Check what is understood by this term. 
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If any group member has not said anything in response to this question, then ask 
directly for their views before moving on to the next question. 
 
Transition question: 
 
“Now you’ve established as a group what climate change means to you, I’d like 
you to take the pen and paper in front of you and:” 
 
Task one: 
 
Q.2 “List the ways you think your lifestyle might contribute to climate 
change” 
 
(If further direction is required, say – “the things that you do or consume that 
might have an impact on climate change through the production of greenhouse 
gases”) 
 
After a couple of minutes thinking time, go around the table getting each person’s 
examples.  The moderator will write down each thing mentioned on his notepad 
and keep a tally.  Moderator to explain that participants should read out all the 
things on their list, even if it has already been mentioned.   
 
Follow-up Transition question: 
 
“Bearing in mind some of the ways that your lifestyle might contribute to climate 
change…”  
 
Q.3 “Does anyone do anything to reduce their impact on climate change?” 
 
Eventually prompt if no examples are given. 
Also prompt if very few examples are given. 
 
Probe for agreement if necessary: (For example: If someone says, “switching off 
electrical appliances not in use”, the moderator can say, “do you understand why 
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John might do this?” and “does anyone else switch off electrical appliances at the 
plug when not in use?”) 
 
Key questions: 
 
Holidays and climate change (Part 1) 
 
Depending on previous answers and discussion, moderator either says: 
 
“So far the discussion has centred on people’s home and work lives.  I’d now like 
you to think about holidays for a moment.” 
 
Or: 
 
“Holidays and/or air travel have been mentioned a couple of times during our 
group discussion.  I’d now like you to focus in particular on your holidays.”  
 
Task two: 
 
Q.4 “If you’ve been on an overseas holiday in the last couple of years, could 
you please write down on your paper where you went on your last overseas 
holiday? 
 
If you haven’t been abroad for a while, could you please write down where 
you went on your last holiday in Britain?”  
[Pause]   
Below this, I’d like you to write down the important things that you 
considered when making the decision to go on this holiday.” 
 
“What were the factors that influenced you to take this holiday?” 
 
Participants are given a few minutes to make a list. 
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When the participants have finished, the moderator can ask people to call out, one 
at a time, the things written down on their lists.  The moderator will write down 
each thing mentioned on a piece of card.  Similar factors can be grouped together 
on the same card (for example, cost and price).  When all the listed things have 
been mentioned, the moderator will ask the group to collectively rank them in 
terms of importance as a holiday decision-making factor. Only rank if climate 
change or environmental considerations are mentioned.  If not, move on to 
Q.5a. 
 
After this is completed, the moderator will read out the list for the benefit of the 
tape recorder and to check the participants are happy with their decision. 
 
Holidays and climate change (Part 2) 
 
Depending on whether climate change is mentioned in the list of holiday decision-
making factors and, if it is, how highly it is ranked, the moderator says either: 
 
“Climate change has been mentioned as an important factor in your holiday 
making decisions.  I’d now like to ask you to discuss in more detail:” 
 
Q.5 “The ways in which your holidays might impact on climate change?” 
 
Or: 
 
Q.5a “Climate change has not been mentioned in the list of things you 
consider when deciding where to go on holiday.”     
 
“Does climate change feature at all in your holiday decision-making?” 
 
“Can I ask you to consider:” 
 
Q.5b “In what ways might your holidays impact on climate change?” 
 
Probe if necessary 
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Potential barriers to climate change considerations 
 
[If climate change is not an important factor in holiday decision-making, how can 
its significance be increased?] 
 
“I would now like to hear your views on a few things associated with holidays:” 
 
Q.6a “Firstly, what are your thoughts on low-cost airlines?” 
 
Q.6b “What are your thoughts on carbon offsetting schemes?” 
 
Q.6c “If the Government tried to limit your flights, through taxes or quotas 
for example, what would your thoughts be?” 
 
Q.6d “What are your thoughts on Responsible tourism or travel?” 
 
Q.6e “What are your thoughts on eco-tourism holidays?” 
 
Conclusion 
 
“We’ve finally come to the end of my questions.” 
“I would welcome your feedback.” –    
“Is there anything that I have missed out of this discussion that you would have 
liked included?”   
Or “Is there anything you would have liked me to have done differently?” 
“If anyone would like a copy of the transcripts of this focus group, please contact 
me in a couple of weeks time (participants have my business card).” 
“Before we finish, does anyone have any questions?” 
“Thank you very much for your time today.  Before you leave I will hand out the 
Marks & Spencer vouchers.  Could I please ask you to sign this sheet to 
acknowledge your receipt of the vouchers.” 
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Appendix 4.2: Draft version of questionnaire used in pre-test 
 
Holidays and Climate Change Questionnaire 
 
The following questions relate to holidays and climate change.  You do not need any 
specific knowledge of climate change to complete the questionnaire.  There are no right or 
wrong answers to the questions.  It is your opinions that are important and all views are 
relevant to this study.  Please complete all the sections of the questionnaire.  All the 
information that you provide will be kept confidential and anonymous. 
 
Overseas holidays include all overnight trips taken outside of the UK for leisure purposes, 
including main holidays, short breaks, and visits to family and friends. 
Climate change (also known as global warming) refers to the increases in global average 
air and ocean temperatures as a result of human activity. 
 
 
SECTION A: Your holidays 
 
This section contains questions relating to the holidays that you have taken. 
 
 
1.  Have you ever been on an overseas holiday? 
 
Yes No 
  
 
If you answered ‘Yes’ please continue to Question 2 
If you answered ‘No’ please move on to Question 5 in SECTION B 
 
 
2.  How many overseas holidays have you taken in the last 3 years?  __________ 
 
 
3.  Have you visited countries in the following continents on overseas holidays in 
the last 3 years? 
 
 Yes No 
Europe (other than countries in the UK)   
North America   
South America   
Africa   
Asia   
Australasia   
Antarctica   
 
 
4.  What modes of transport have been the main method of travel to your overseas 
holiday destinations in the last 3 years?  (Please tick all that you have used) 
 
Plane  
Train  
Car  
Coach  
Ferry  
Other (please state)  
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SECTION B: Your thoughts on climate change 
 
This section contains questions relating to your views on climate change. 
 
 
5.  In your opinion, how large or small is the contribution of the following to climate 
change?  
 
 
Please tick one box in each row.  
V
e
ry
 L
a
rg
e
 
L
a
rg
e
 
U
n
c
e
rt
a
in
 
S
m
a
ll 
V
e
ry
 S
m
a
ll 
Heating homes      
Use of electrical products in home      
Driving a car      
Flying/air travel      
Using public transport      
Using aerosol cans      
Going on holidays overseas      
Packaging on products       
Food imported to the UK from overseas countries      
 
 
 
6.  Thinking now specifically about holidays, how large or small is the contribution 
of the following to climate change?  
 
 
Please tick one box in each row.  
V
e
ry
 L
a
rg
e
 
L
a
rg
e
 
U
n
c
e
rt
a
in
 
S
m
a
ll 
V
e
ry
 S
m
a
ll 
Heating used in tourist accommodation      
Air conditioning used in tourist accommodation      
Water used in tourist accommodation      
Activities engaged in whilst on holiday      
Eating at restaurants      
Air travel/flying to the destination      
Train travel to the destination      
Car driving to the destination      
Coach travel to the destination      
Ferry travel to the destination      
 
 
 
 
SECTION C: Your holiday decisions and climate change 
 
This section contains questions relating to how climate change may or may not influence 
in some way your holiday decisions. 
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7.  When planning your holidays, do you think about the impacts your holidays 
might have on climate change? 
 
Yes No 
  
 
If you answered ‘Yes’ please continue to Question 8 
If you answered ‘No’ please move on to Question 9 
 
 
 
8.  Please explain in the box below how your thoughts about the impacts of holidays 
on climate change influence your holiday planning: 
 
 
 
Please move on to Question 10 in SECTION D. 
 
 
 
9.  If you answered ‘No’ to Question 7, please state your levels of agreement or 
disagreement with the following statements: 
 
 
Please tick one box in each row. 
S
tr
o
n
g
ly
 
A
g
re
e
 
A
g
re
e
 
U
n
c
e
rt
a
in
 
D
is
a
g
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e
 
S
tr
o
n
g
ly
 
D
is
a
g
re
e
 
Thoughts on climate change just don’t enter my 
mind when planning holidays 
     
I do not consider climate change as being 
important when planning my holidays 
     
I do not know how climate change is linked with 
holidays 
     
My holidays do not have any impact on climate 
change 
     
Thoughts about climate change are in the back of 
my mind but do not influence my decisions 
     
I think about climate change in my home life but 
not while I’m planning my holidays 
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SECTION D: Your thoughts on holidays 
 
This section contains questions relating to your thoughts on holidays and climate change. 
 
10.  Can you please state your levels of agreement or disagreement with the 
following statements that relate to holidays and impacts on climate change: 
 
 
Please tick one box in each row. 
S
tr
o
n
g
ly
 
A
g
re
e
 
A
g
re
e
 
U
n
c
e
rt
a
in
 
D
is
a
g
re
e
 
S
tr
o
n
g
ly
 
D
is
a
g
re
e
 
Tourists should fly less      
Tourists should take fewer holidays a year of longer 
duration 
     
Tourists should use a carbon offsetting scheme      
Tourists should actively seek accommodation 
providers that have a green/environmental policy 
     
The Government should increase taxes on airline 
tickets to reflect the environmental costs of flights 
     
The Government should introduce quotas limiting 
the number of flights a tourist can take in a year 
     
 
 
11.  Can you please state your levels of agreement or disagreement with the 
following statements: 
 
 
Please tick one box in each row. 
S
tr
o
n
g
ly
 
A
g
re
e
 
A
g
re
e
 
U
n
c
e
rt
a
in
 
D
is
a
g
re
e
 
S
tr
o
n
g
ly
 
D
is
a
g
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e
 
I believe that climate change is a serious threat to 
the future of our planet 
     
Any actions an individual tourist can take will be 
insignificant on a global problem like climate 
change 
     
Aeroplanes will be invented whose emissions do 
not contribute to climate change 
     
I am prepared to make substantial changes to the 
way I take holidays for climate change reasons 
     
Other people’s holidays contribute more to climate 
change than my own 
     
I am greatly concerned by climate change issues      
There is considerable debate amongst scientists 
as to whether climate change is happening 
     
The Government should introduce restrictions on 
tourists visiting certain long-haul holiday 
destinations 
     
By taking fewer flights a year I will reduce my 
impact on climate change 
     
Scientists will find a way to prevent climate change 
from happening 
     
I believe that my holidays have some affect on 
climate change 
     
Travelling by train to overseas holiday destinations 
takes too much time 
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12.  Can you please state your levels of agreement or disagreement with the 
following statements: 
 
 
Please tick one box in each row. 
S
tr
o
n
g
ly
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e
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D
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S
tr
o
n
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D
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a
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I automatically think of flying when planning the travel 
part of my holidays 
     
The Government is not doing enough to tackle 
climate change 
     
Alternatives to flying are not offered by holiday 
companies 
     
If a few people begin to change their holiday 
behaviour others will follow 
     
Flying is the cheapest way to travel to holiday  
destinations 
     
Going on holidays overseas brings many positive 
benefits to tourist destinations 
     
Tourists have a choice of whether to fly or use 
alternative transport modes to reach their holiday 
destinations 
     
Businesses should do more to tackle climate change      
It is easy to find out which hotels attempt to minimise 
their environmental impacts 
     
It feels normal to take frequent overseas holidays      
Travelling by train is more convenient than flying to 
overseas holiday destinations 
     
It does not matter what impacts my holidays have on 
climate change if I try to reduce my carbon footprint in 
my home life 
     
Companies operating in the tourism industry want 
tourists to change the way they take holidays in order 
to reduce the impacts on climate change 
     
Even if people living in the UK change their holiday 
behaviour, people in other countries will not change 
theirs 
     
MPs cannot expect the general public to take climate 
change seriously when they own second homes, 
drive big cars and take lots of flights 
     
When planning holidays, the carbon footprint of 
different holidays is not made clear to tourists 
     
It is difficult to avoid flying when taking overseas 
holidays 
     
Airlines rather than passengers should be responsible 
for paying environmental taxes 
     
Travelling by train to overseas holiday destinations is 
too expensive 
     
If I protect the environment in other ways, I do not 
need to worry about the impacts of my holidays on 
climate change 
     
I like talking to my friends and family about the places 
I have visited on overseas holidays 
     
Flying is the fastest way to travel to overseas holiday 
destinations 
     
I try to minimise my carbon footprint      
Travel agents and other holiday companies could do 
more to promote environmentally friendlier holidays 
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SECTION E: Changes to your lifestyle 
 
This section contains questions relating to your actions on holiday and at home. 
 
 
13.  Please read the statements below and tick the relevant box if the action is 
something you already do or intend to do in the future for climate change reasons:  
 
 
Please tick one box in each row. 
I already 
do this 
I intend to 
do this in 
the future 
I do not 
intend to 
do this 
Fly less often    
Stop flying all together    
Use trains for short-haul holiday trips    
Take fewer holidays a year of longer duration    
Take more short-haul holidays and fewer long-
haul holidays 
   
Only take holidays in the UK    
Use ethical/responsible tour operators    
Use a carbon offsetting scheme    
Actively seek accommodation providers that have 
a green/environmental policy 
   
Use public transport whilst on holiday    
Purchase locally produced goods whilst on holiday    
 
 
 
14.  Moving away from thinking about holidays for a moment, please read the 
statements below relating to everyday activities and tick the relevant boxes 
regarding your actions: 
 
 
Please tick one box in each row. 
I already 
do this 
I intend to 
do this in 
the future 
I do not 
intend to 
do this 
Recycle household waste    
Use re-usable bags for your shopping    
Buy fair trade products    
Buy locally produced products    
Use low energy lightbulbs    
Switch electrical appliances off when not in use 
rather than leaving them on standby 
   
Make efforts to reduce water consumption in the 
home 
   
Make efforts to reduce electricity usage in the 
home 
   
Turn the thermostat on the heating to a lower 
temperature 
   
Improve the insulation in your home    
Reduce the number of car journeys made    
Buy a car with lower carbon emissions    
Use public transport more often    
Join a local conservation group    
Support environmental action groups/charities    
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15.  If there is anything you would like to add on the subject of holidays and/or 
climate change, please use the box provided below: 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
SECTION F: About yourself 
 
In this final section of the questionnaire, I would like to ask you a few questions about 
yourself and your family to help classify your answers statistically.  I would just like to 
repeat again that all the answers you provide will remain confidential and anonymous. 
 
 
 
16.  Are you? 
 
Male Female 
  
 
 
 
17.  In which age group are you? 
 
16-24  
25-34  
35-44  
45-54  
55-64  
65-74  
75+  
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18.  Are there any children in your household? 
 
Yes No 
  
 
 
 
19.  What is the highest level of education you have completed? 
 
No formal qualifications  
O-Level/ CSE/ GCSE  
A-Level or equivalent  
Higher National Diploma or equivalent  
University degree or equivalent  
Post-graduate qualification  
 
 
 
20.  Are you currently? 
 
Retired  
Studying  
Not employed  
Working full-time  
Working part-time  
Looking after the 
home full-time 
 
 
 
 
21.  What is your occupation?  (If retired or not working please give your last job) 
 
________________________________ 
 
 
 
 
Thank you for completing this questionnaire.  Your participation has been most valuable. 
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Appendix 4.3: Feedback form for pre-test questionnaire 
 
 
Feedback form for questionnaire: 
 
 
Were there any questions or responses that were unclear or that you didn’t 
understand? 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
How many minutes did it take you to complete the questionnaire? 
 
 
 
Did you see any mistakes in the questionnaire? 
 
 
 
 
Do you have any suggestions for improving the questionnaire? 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Do you have any general comments or thoughts on the questionnaire? 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Thank you!! 
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Appendix 4.4: Draft version of questionnaire used in pilot study 
 
Overseas Holidays and Climate Change Questionnaire 
 
 
The following questions relate to holidays and climate change.  You do not need any 
specific knowledge of climate change to complete the questionnaire.  There are no right or 
wrong answers to the questions.  It is your opinions that are important and all views are 
relevant to this study.  Please complete all the sections of the questionnaire.  All the 
information that you provide will be kept confidential and anonymous. 
 
Overseas holidays include all overnight trips taken outside of the UK for leisure purposes, 
including main holidays, short breaks, and visits to family and friends. 
 
 
 
SECTION A: Your holidays 
 
 
1.  Have you ever been on an overseas holiday? 
 
Yes No 
  
 
If you answered ‘Yes’ please continue to Question 2 
If you answered ‘No’ please move on to Question 5 in SECTION B 
 
 
2.  How many overseas holidays have you taken in the last 3 years?  __________ 
 
If you have not taken any overseas holidays in the last 3 years please move on to 
Question 5 in SECTION B 
 
 
3.  Have you visited countries in the following continents on overseas holidays in 
the last 3 years?  (Please tick all that you have visited) 
 
Europe (other than countries in the UK)  
North America  
South America  
Africa  
Asia  
Australasia  
Antarctica  
 
 
4.  What modes of transport have been the main method of travel to your overseas 
holiday destinations in the last 3 years?  (Please tick all that you have used) 
 
Plane  
Train  
Car  
Coach  
Ferry  
Other (please state)  
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SECTION B: Your thoughts on climate change 
 
 
 
5.  In your opinion, how large or small is the contribution of the following to climate 
change?  
 
 
Please tick one box in each row.  
V
e
ry
 L
a
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ll 
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e
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 S
m
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ll 
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n
c
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Heating homes       
Use of electrical products in home       
Driving a car       
Flying/air travel       
Using public transport       
Using aerosol cans       
Going on holidays overseas       
Packaging on products        
Food imported to the UK from overseas 
countries 
      
 
 
 
 
6.  Thinking now specifically about holidays, how large or small is the contribution 
of the following to climate change?  
 
 
Please tick one box in each row.  
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 S
m
a
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n
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Heating used in tourist accommodation       
Air conditioning used in tourist 
accommodation 
      
Water used in tourist accommodation       
Eating at restaurants       
Air travel/flying to the destination       
Train travel to the destination       
Car driving to the destination       
Coach travel to the destination       
Ferry travel to the destination       
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SECTION C: Your holiday decisions and climate change 
 
 
7.  When planning your holidays, do you think about the impacts your holidays 
might have on climate change? 
 
Yes No 
  
 
If you answered ‘Yes’ please continue to Question 8 
If you answered ‘No’ please move on to Question 9 
 
 
8.  Please explain in the box below how your thoughts about the impacts of holidays 
on climate change influence your holiday planning: 
 
 
Please move on to Question 10 in SECTION D. 
 
 
9.  If you answered ‘No’ to Question 7, please state your levels of agreement or 
disagreement with the following statements: 
 
 
Please tick one box in each row. 
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Thoughts on climate change impacts just don’t 
enter my mind when planning holidays 
     
I do not consider climate change impacts as being 
important when planning my holidays 
     
I do not know how climate change is linked with 
holidays 
     
My holidays do not have any impact on climate 
change 
     
Thoughts about climate change are in the back of 
my mind but do not influence my holiday decisions 
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SECTION D: Your thoughts on holidays and climate change 
 
 
10.  Can you please state your levels of agreement or disagreement with the 
following statements that relate to holidays and impacts on climate change: 
 
 
Please tick one box in each row. 
S
tr
o
n
g
ly
 
A
g
re
e
 
A
g
re
e
 
U
n
c
e
rt
a
in
 
D
is
a
g
re
e
 
S
tr
o
n
g
ly
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a
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Tourists should fly less      
Tourists should take fewer holidays a year of longer 
duration 
     
Tourists should use a carbon offsetting scheme      
Tourists should actively seek accommodation 
providers that have a green/environmental policy 
     
The Government should increase taxes on airline 
tickets to reflect the environmental costs of flights 
     
The Government should introduce quotas limiting 
the number of flights a tourist can take in a year 
     
 
 
 
11.  Can you please state your levels of agreement or disagreement with the 
following statements: 
 
 
Please tick one box in each row. 
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n
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D
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a
g
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Flying is the fastest way to travel to overseas 
holiday destinations 
     
Flying is the cheapest way to travel to overseas 
holiday destinations 
     
Flying is more convenient than travelling by train or 
coach to overseas holiday destinations 
     
Travelling by train or coach to overseas holiday 
destinations takes too much time 
     
I would take the train to holiday destinations in 
Europe if the ticket prices and travel time were the 
same as flying 
     
For most overseas holiday destinations, flying is 
the only realistic travel option 
     
Alternatives to flying are not offered by travel 
agents and tour operators 
     
When planning holidays, the carbon footprint of 
different holidays is not made clear to tourists 
     
It is easy to find out which hotels attempt to 
minimise their environmental impacts 
     
Companies operating in the tourism industry want 
tourists to change the way they take holidays in 
order to reduce the impacts on climate change 
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12.  Can you please state your levels of agreement or disagreement with the 
following statements: 
 
 
Please tick one box in each row. 
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n
g
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D
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a
g
re
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Any actions an individual tourist can take will be 
insignificant on a global problem like climate 
change 
     
I believe that climate change is a serious threat to 
the future of our planet 
     
I am prepared to make substantial changes to the 
way I take holidays for climate change reasons 
     
If I try to reduce my carbon footprint in my home 
life then the impacts my holidays have on climate 
change don’t matter so much  
     
Going on overseas holidays is a normal thing to do 
 
     
I automatically think of flying when planning the 
travel part of my holidays 
     
I try to minimise my carbon footprint 
 
     
Other people’s holidays contribute more to climate 
change than my own 
     
I am interested in protecting the environment 
 
     
I usually explore alternatives to air travel when 
planning holidays 
     
I believe that my holidays have some affect on 
climate change 
     
If a few people begin to change their holiday 
behaviour others will follow 
     
I like talking to my friends and family about the 
places I have visited on overseas holidays 
     
By taking fewer flights a year I will reduce my 
impact on climate change 
     
Holidays are special and different to my normal 
everyday life so I don’t need to worry about their 
impacts on climate change 
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13.  Can you please state your levels of agreement or disagreement with the 
following statements: 
 
 
Please tick one box in each row. 
S
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a
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o
n
g
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D
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a
g
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The Government is not doing enough to tackle 
climate change 
     
Airlines rather than passengers should be 
responsible for paying environmental taxes 
     
Scientists will find a way to prevent climate change 
from happening 
     
Even if people living in the UK change their holiday 
behaviour, people in other countries will not 
change theirs 
     
The Government should introduce restrictions on 
tourists visiting certain long-haul holiday 
destinations 
     
There is considerable debate amongst scientists 
as to whether climate change is happening 
     
Businesses in the tourism industry should do more 
to tackle climate change 
     
MPs cannot expect the general public to take 
climate change seriously when they own second 
homes, drive big cars and take lots of flights 
     
Aeroplanes will be invented whose emissions do 
not contribute to climate change 
     
 
 
 
 
SECTION E: Changes to your lifestyle 
 
 
14.  Please read the statements below and tick the relevant box if the action is 
something you already do or intend to do in the future for climate change reasons:  
 
 
Please tick one box in each row. 
I already 
do this 
I intend to 
do this in 
the future 
I do not 
intend to 
do this 
Fly less often    
Stop flying all together    
Use trains or coach for short-haul holiday trips    
Take fewer holidays a year of longer duration    
Take more short-haul holidays and fewer long-
haul holidays 
   
Only take holidays in the UK    
Use ethical/responsible tour operators    
Use a carbon offsetting scheme    
Actively seek accommodation providers that have 
a green/environmental policy 
   
Use public transport whilst on holiday    
Purchase locally produced goods whilst on holiday    
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15.  Moving away from thinking about holidays for a moment, please read the 
statements below relating to everyday activities and tick the relevant boxes 
regarding your actions: 
 
 
Please tick one box in each row. 
I already 
do this 
I intend to 
do this in 
the future 
I do not 
intend to 
do this 
Recycle household waste    
Use re-usable bags for your shopping    
Use low energy lightbulbs    
Switch electrical appliances off when not in use 
rather than leaving them on standby 
   
Make efforts to reduce water consumption in the 
home 
   
Turn the thermostat on the heating to a lower 
temperature 
   
Improve the insulation in your home    
Reduce the number of car journeys made    
Buy a car with lower carbon emissions    
Use public transport more often    
Join a local conservation group    
Support environmental action groups/charities    
 
 
 
 
16.  If there is anything you would like to add on the subject of holidays and/or 
climate change, please use the box provided below: 
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SECTION F: About yourself 
 
This final section contains a few questions about yourself in order to help classify your 
answers statistically.  I would just like to repeat again that all the answers you provide will 
remain confidential and anonymous. 
 
 
17.  Are you? 
 
Male Female 
  
 
 
18.  In which age group are you? 
 
16-24  
25-34  
35-44  
45-54  
55-64  
65-74  
75+  
 
 
19.  Are there any children in your household? 
 
Yes No 
  
 
 
20.  What is the highest level of education you have completed? 
 
No formal qualifications  
O-Level/ CSE/ GCSE  
A-Level or equivalent  
Higher National Diploma or equivalent  
University degree or equivalent  
Post-graduate qualification  
 
 
21.  Are you currently? 
 
Retired  
Studying  
Not employed  
Working full-time  
Working part-time  
Looking after the 
home full-time 
 
 
 
 
Thank you for completing this questionnaire.  Your participation has been most valuable. 
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Appendix 4.5: Cover letter used in pilot study 
 
 
 
September 2010 
 
 
 
 
Dear Sir/Madam, 
 
My name is Andrew Hares and I am a PhD researcher at Bournemouth University.  
I am carrying out a survey on people’s views on the climate change impacts of 
holidays. 
 
I need the help of your household in completing the attached questionnaire.  Your 
property is in one of a number of postcodes that were randomly selected for this 
study.  If there is more than one occupier, please would the adult who has the 
next birthday complete the questions. 
 
It is your thoughts and views that I am interested in.  You do not need to have 
taken any overseas holidays or have any knowledge of climate change in order to 
complete the questionnaire. 
 
This is an academic study and not a marketing or sales survey.  All the 
information that you provide in the questionnaire will be kept completely 
confidential and anonymous. 
 
Your cooperation in filling out this questionnaire is essential to the success of this 
research.  The questionnaire is likely to take approximately 10 to 15 minutes to 
complete. 
 
I will collect the questionnaire on Friday of this week.  If you will be out or do not 
wish to be disturbed, please leave the completed form in a plastic bag on your 
doorstep. 
 
Thank you for your help. 
 
Yours faithfully, 
 
Andrew Hares 
 
PhD Researcher 
School of Tourism 
Bournemouth University 
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Appendix 4.6: Reminder letter used in pilot study 
 
 
 
September 2010 
 
 
 
 
Dear Sir/Madam, 
 
I delivered a questionnaire to your home on Tuesday of this week.  The 
questionnaire is about people’s views on holidays and climate change.  It is part of 
an academic research study at Bournemouth University, and is not a marketing or 
sales survey.   
 
The questionnaire should only take about 10 to 15 minutes to complete and all the 
information that you provide will be kept completely confidential and anonymous. 
 
In the covering letter that accompanied the questionnaire, I said that I would be 
calling to collect it today.  As I have not been able to collect it from you today, 
please could you return the completed questionnaire in the stamped addressed 
envelope attached to this letter. 
 
Your participation in filling out this questionnaire is very important to the success 
of this research.  I would be most appreciative if you could complete and return 
the survey in the postage paid envelope provided. 
 
Thank you in advance for your support. 
 
Yours faithfully, 
 
Andrew Hares 
 
PhD Researcher 
School of Tourism 
Bournemouth University 
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Appendix 4.7: Questionnaire used in main survey 
 
Overseas Holidays and Climate Change Questionnaire 
 
 
The following questions relate to holidays and climate change.  You do not need any 
specific knowledge of climate change to complete the questionnaire.  There are no right or 
wrong answers to the questions.  It is your opinions that are important and all views are 
relevant to this study.  Please complete all the sections of the questionnaire.  All the 
information that you provide will be kept confidential and anonymous. 
 
Overseas holidays include all overnight trips taken outside of the UK for leisure purposes, 
including main holidays, short breaks, and visits to family and friends. 
 
 
SECTION A: Your holidays 
 
 
1.  Have you ever been on an overseas holiday? 
 
Yes No 
  
 
If you answered ‘Yes’ please continue to Question 2 
If you answered ‘No’ please move on to Question 5 in SECTION B 
 
 
2.  How many overseas holidays have you taken in the last 3 years?  __________ 
 
If you have not taken any overseas holidays in the last 3 years please move on to 
Question 5 in SECTION B 
 
 
3.  Have you visited countries in the following continents on overseas holidays in 
the last 3 years?  (Please tick all that you have visited) 
 
Europe (other than countries in the UK)  
North America  
South America  
Africa  
Asia  
Australasia  
Antarctica  
 
 
4.  What modes of transport have been the main method of travel to your overseas 
holiday destinations in the last 3 years?  (Please tick all that you have used) 
 
Plane  
Train  
Car  
Coach  
Ferry  
Cruise ship  
Other (please state)  
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SECTION B: Your thoughts on climate change 
 
 
5.  In your opinion, how large or small is the contribution of the following to climate 
change?  
 
 
Please tick one box in each row.  
V
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Heating homes       
Use of electrical products in home       
Driving a car       
Flying/air travel       
Using public transport       
Using aerosol cans       
Going on holidays overseas       
Packaging on products        
Food imported to the UK from overseas 
countries 
      
 
 
 
 
6.  Thinking now specifically about holidays, how large or small is the contribution 
of the following to climate change?  
 
 
Please tick one box in each row.  
V
e
ry
 L
a
rg
e
 
L
a
rg
e
 
M
e
d
iu
m
 
S
m
a
ll 
V
e
ry
 S
m
a
ll 
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Heating used in tourist accommodation       
Air conditioning used in tourist 
accommodation 
      
Water used in tourist accommodation       
Eating at restaurants       
Air travel/flying to the destination       
Train travel to the destination       
Car driving to the destination       
Coach travel to the destination       
Ferry travel to the destination       
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SECTION C: Your holiday decisions and climate change 
 
 
7.  When planning your holidays, do you think about the impacts your holidays 
might have on climate change? 
 
Yes No 
  
 
If you answered ‘Yes’ please continue to Question 8 
If you answered ‘No’ please move on to Question 9 
 
 
8.  Please explain in the box below how your thoughts about the impacts of holidays 
on climate change influence your holiday planning: 
 
 
Please move on to Question 10 in SECTION D. 
 
 
9.  If you answered ‘No’ to Question 7, please state your levels of agreement or 
disagreement with the following statements: 
 
 
Please tick one box in each row. 
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Thoughts on climate change impacts just don’t 
enter my mind when planning holidays 
     
I do not consider climate change impacts as being 
important when planning my holidays 
     
I do not know how climate change is linked with 
holidays 
     
My holidays do not have any impact on climate 
change 
     
Thoughts about climate change are in the back of 
my mind but do not influence my holiday decisions 
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SECTION D: Your thoughts on holidays and climate change 
 
 
10.  Can you please state your levels of agreement or disagreement with the 
following statements that relate to holidays and impacts on climate change: 
 
 
Please tick one box in each row. 
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n
g
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a
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Tourists should fly less      
Tourists should take fewer holidays a year of longer 
duration 
     
Tourists should use a carbon offsetting scheme      
Tourists should actively seek accommodation 
providers that have a green/environmental policy 
     
The Government should increase taxes on airline 
tickets to reflect the environmental costs of flights 
     
The Government should introduce quotas limiting 
the number of flights a tourist can take in a year 
     
 
 
 
11.  Can you please state your levels of agreement or disagreement with the 
following statements: 
 
 
Please tick one box in each row. 
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n
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D
is
a
g
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Flying is the fastest way to travel to overseas 
holiday destinations 
     
Flying is the cheapest way to travel to overseas 
holiday destinations 
     
Flying is more convenient than travelling by train or 
coach to overseas holiday destinations 
     
Travelling by train or coach to overseas holiday 
destinations takes too much time 
     
I would take the train to holiday destinations in 
Europe if the ticket prices and travel time were the 
same as flying 
     
For most overseas holiday destinations, flying is 
the only realistic travel option 
     
Alternatives to flying are not offered by travel 
agents and tour operators 
     
When planning holidays, the carbon footprint of 
different holidays is not made clear to tourists 
     
It is easy to find out which hotels attempt to 
minimise their environmental impacts 
     
Companies operating in the tourism industry want 
tourists to change the way they take holidays in 
order to reduce the impacts on climate change 
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12.  Can you please state your levels of agreement or disagreement with the 
following statements: 
 
 
Please tick one box in each row. 
S
tr
o
n
g
ly
 
A
g
re
e
 
A
g
re
e
 
U
n
c
e
rt
a
in
 
D
is
a
g
re
e
 
S
tr
o
n
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Any actions an individual tourist can take will be 
insignificant on a global problem like climate 
change 
     
I believe that climate change is a serious threat to 
the future of our planet 
     
I am prepared to make substantial changes to the 
way I take holidays for climate change reasons 
     
If I try to reduce my carbon footprint in my home 
life then the impacts my holidays have on climate 
change don’t matter so much  
     
Going on overseas holidays is a normal thing to do 
 
     
I automatically think of flying when planning the 
travel part of my holidays 
     
I try to minimise my carbon footprint 
 
     
Other people’s holidays contribute more to climate 
change than my own 
     
I am interested in protecting the environment 
 
     
I usually explore alternatives to air travel when 
planning holidays 
     
I believe that my holidays have some affect on 
climate change 
     
If a few people begin to change their holiday 
behaviour others will follow 
     
I like talking to my friends and family about the 
places I have visited on overseas holidays 
     
By taking fewer flights a year I will reduce my 
impact on climate change 
     
Holidays are special and different to my normal 
everyday life so I don’t need to worry about their 
impacts on climate change 
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13.  Can you please state your levels of agreement or disagreement with the 
following statements: 
 
 
Please tick one box in each row. 
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o
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g
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D
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a
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The Government is not doing enough to tackle 
climate change 
     
Airlines rather than passengers should be 
responsible for paying environmental taxes 
     
Scientists will find a way to prevent climate change 
from happening 
     
Even if people living in the UK change their holiday 
behaviour, people in other countries will not 
change theirs 
     
The Government should introduce restrictions on 
tourists visiting certain long-haul holiday 
destinations 
     
There is considerable debate amongst scientists 
as to whether climate change is happening 
     
Businesses in the tourism industry should do more 
to tackle climate change 
     
MPs cannot expect the general public to take 
climate change seriously when they own second 
homes, drive big cars and take lots of flights 
     
Aeroplanes will be invented whose emissions do 
not contribute to climate change 
     
 
 
 
 
SECTION E: Changes to your lifestyle 
 
 
14.  Please read the statements below and tick the relevant box if the action is 
something you already do or intend to do in the future for climate change reasons:  
 
 
Please tick one box in each row. 
I already 
do this 
I intend to 
do this in 
the future 
I do not 
intend to 
do this 
Fly less often    
Stop flying all together    
Use trains or coach for short-haul holiday trips    
Take fewer holidays a year of longer duration    
Take more short-haul holidays and fewer long-
haul holidays 
   
Only take holidays in the UK    
Use ethical/responsible tour operators    
Use a carbon offsetting scheme    
Actively seek accommodation providers that have 
a green/environmental policy 
   
Use public transport whilst on holiday    
Purchase locally produced goods whilst on holiday    
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15.  Moving away from thinking about holidays for a moment, please read the 
statements below relating to everyday activities and tick the relevant boxes 
regarding your actions: 
 
 
Please tick one box in each row. 
I already 
do this 
I intend to 
do this in 
the future 
I do not 
intend to 
do this 
Recycle household waste    
Use re-usable bags for your shopping    
Use low energy lightbulbs    
Switch electrical appliances off when not in use 
rather than leaving them on standby 
   
Make efforts to reduce water consumption in the 
home 
   
Turn the thermostat on the heating to a lower 
temperature 
   
Improve the insulation in your home    
Reduce the number of car journeys made    
Buy a car with lower carbon emissions    
Use public transport more often    
Join a local conservation group    
Support environmental action groups/charities    
 
 
 
 
16.  If there is anything you would like to add on the subject of holidays and/or 
climate change, please use the box provided below: 
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SECTION F: About yourself 
 
 
This final section contains a few questions about yourself in order to help classify your 
answers statistically.  I would just like to repeat again that all the answers you provide will 
remain confidential and anonymous. 
 
 
17.  Are you? 
 
Male Female 
  
 
 
18.  In which age group are you? 
 
16-24  
25-34  
35-44  
45-54  
55-64  
65-74  
75+  
 
 
19.  Are there any children in your household? 
 
Yes No 
  
 
 
20.  What is the highest level of education you have completed? 
 
No formal qualifications  
O-Level/ CSE/ GCSE  
A-Level or equivalent  
Higher National Diploma or equivalent  
University degree or equivalent  
Post-graduate qualification  
Other (please state)  
 
 
21.  Are you currently? 
 
Retired  
Studying  
Not employed  
Working full-time  
Working part-time  
Looking after the 
home full-time 
 
 
 
 
Thank you for completing this questionnaire.  Your participation has been most valuable. 
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Appendix 4.8: Cover letter used in main survey 
 
 
 
October 2010 
 
 
 
 
Dear Sir/Madam, 
 
My name is Andrew Hares and I am a PhD researcher at Bournemouth University.  
I am carrying out a survey on people’s views on the climate change impacts of 
holidays. 
 
I need the help of your household in completing the attached questionnaire.  Your 
property is in one of a number of postcodes that were randomly selected for this 
study.  If there is more than one occupier, please would the adult who has the 
next birthday complete the questions. 
 
It is your thoughts and views that I am interested in.  You do not need to have 
taken any overseas holidays or have any knowledge of climate change in order to 
complete the questionnaire. 
 
This is an academic study and not a marketing or sales survey.  All the 
information that you provide in the questionnaire will be kept completely 
confidential and anonymous. 
 
Your cooperation in filling out this questionnaire is essential to the success of this 
research.  The questionnaire is likely to take approximately 10 to 15 minutes to 
complete. 
 
I will collect the questionnaire on Thursday of this week.  If you will be out or do 
not wish to be disturbed, please leave the completed form in a plastic bag on your 
doorstep. 
 
Thank you for your help. 
 
Yours faithfully, 
 
Andrew Hares 
 
PhD Researcher 
School of Tourism 
Bournemouth University 
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Appendix 4.9: Reminder letter used in main survey 
 
 
 
October 2010 
 
 
 
 
Dear Sir/Madam, 
 
I delivered a questionnaire to your home on Monday of this week.  The 
questionnaire is about people’s views on holidays and climate change.  It is part of 
an academic research study at Bournemouth University, and is not a marketing or 
sales survey.   
 
The questionnaire should only take about 10 to 15 minutes to fill in and all the 
information that you provide will be kept completely confidential and anonymous. 
 
In the covering letter that accompanied the questionnaire, I said that I would be 
calling to collect it today.  As I have not been able to collect it from you today, 
please could you return the completed questionnaire in the freepost envelope 
attached to this letter. 
 
Your participation in filling out this questionnaire is very important to the success 
of this research.  I would be most appreciative if you could complete and return 
the survey in the postage paid envelope provided. 
 
Thank you in advance for your support. 
 
Yours faithfully, 
 
Andrew Hares 
 
PhD Researcher 
School of Tourism 
Bournemouth University 
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Appendix 4.10: Bournemouth University Ethics Checklist 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
1 RESEARCHER DETAILS 
Name Andrew Hares 
Email ahares@bournemouth.ac.uk 
Status  Undergraduate  Postgraduate  Staff 
School  BS  CS  DEC  HSC  MS  SM 
Degree Framework & 
Programme  
PhD 
2    PROJECT DETAILS 
Project Title The climate change impacts of holidays: Its role in the decisions of 
tourists 
Project Summary 
Sufficient detail is 
needed; include 
methodology, sample, 
outcomes etc 
A questionnaire survey using a drop and collect method 
conducted on a random sample of households in the Bournemouth 
postcode area. 
Proposed Start & End 
Dates  
September to October 2010 
Project Supervisor Keith Wilkes and Janet Dickinson 
Framework Project Co-
ordinator  
 
3 ETHICS REVIEW CHECKLIST – PART A 
I Has a health & safety evaluation / risk assessment been conducted?  Yes  No 
II Is approval from an external Research Ethics Committee (e.g. Local 
Research Ethics Committee (REC), NHS REC) required/sought? 
 Yes  No 
Initial Research Ethics Checklist 
Note: All researchers must complete this brief checklist to identify any ethical 
issues associated with their research.  Before completing, please refer to the 
BU Research Ethics Code of Practice which can be found 
www.bournemouth.ac.uk/researchethics. School Research Ethics 
Representatives (or Supervisors in the case of students) can advise on 
appropriate professional judgement in this review. A list of Representatives can 
be found at the aforementioned webpage. 
Sections 1-5 must be completed by the researcher and Section 6 by School 
Ethics Representative/ Supervisor prior to the commencement of any 
research. 
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III Is the research solely literature-based?  Yes  No 
IV Does the research involve the use of any dangerous substances, 
including radioactive materials? 
 Yes  No 
V Does the research involve the use of any potentially dangerous 
equipment? 
 Yes  No 
VI Could conflicts of interest arise between the source of funding and 
the potential outcomes of the research? (see section 8 of BU 
Research Ethics Code of Practice). 
 Yes  No 
VII Is it likely that the research will put any of the following at risk:                                   
Living creatures? 
                                                                                                                                              
Stakeholders? 
The environment? 
The economy? 
 Yes
 Yes 
 Yes 
 Yes 
 No 
 No 
 No 
 No 
VIII Does the research involve experimentation on any of the following:                                          
Animals? 
Animal tissues? 
Human tissues (including blood, fluid, skin, cell lines)? 
Genetically modified organisms? 
Yes
 Yes 
 Yes 
 Yes 
No
 No 
 No 
 No 
IX Will the research involve prolonged or repetitive testing, or the 
collection of audio, photographic or video materials? 
 Yes  No 
X Could the research induce psychological stress or anxiety, cause 
harm or have negative consequences for the participants or researcher 
(beyond the risks encountered in normal life)? 
 Yes  No 
XI Will the study involve discussion of sensitive topics (e.g. sexual 
activity, drug use, criminal activity)? 
 Yes  No 
XII Will financial inducements be offered (other than reasonable 
expenses/ compensation for time)? 
 Yes  No 
XIII Will it be necessary for the participants to take part in the study 
without their knowledge / consent at the time? 
 Yes  No 
XIV Are there problems with the participant’s right to remain 
anonymous? 
 Yes  No 
XV Does the research specifically involve participants who may be 
vulnerable? 
 Yes  No 
XVI Might the research involve participants who may lack the capacity to 
decide or to give informed consent to their involvement?  
 Yes  No 
4 ETHICS REVIEW CHECKLIST – PART B 
Please give a summary of the ethical issues and any action that will be taken to address these.  
Ethical Issue:  None Action: 
302 
 
 
 
5 RESEARCHER STATEMENT  
I believe the information I have given is correct. I have read and understood the BU Research 
Ethics Code of Practice, discussed relevant insurance issues, performed a health & safety 
evaluation/ risk assessment and discussed any issues/ concerns with a School Ethics 
Representative/ Supervisor. I understand that if any substantial changes are made to the research 
(including methodology, sample etc), then I must notify my School Research Ethics 
Representative/ Supervisor and may need to submit a revised Initial Research Ethics Checklist. By 
submitting this form electronically I am confirming the information is accurate to my best 
knowledge.  
Signed Andrew Hares Date 06/09/10 
6  AFFIRMATION BY SCHOOL RESEARCH ETHICS REPRESENTATIVE/ 
SUPERVISOR  
Satisfied with the accuracy of the research project ethical statement, I believe that the appropriate 
action is: 
The research project proceeds in its present form  Yes  No 
The research project proposal needs further assessment under the School 
Ethics procedure* 
 Yes  No 
The research project needs to be returned to the applicant for modification 
prior to further action* 
 Yes  No 
* The School is reminded that it is their responsibility to ensure that no project proceeds without appropriate 
assessment of ethical issues. In extreme cases, this can require processing by the School or University’s 
Research Ethics Committee or by relevant external bodies. 
Reviewer 
Signature  
Janet Dickinson Date 06/09/10 
Additional 
Comments 
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Appendix 4.11: Bournemouth University Risk Assessment Form 
 
General Risk Assessment Form   
  
 
Before completing this form, please read the associated guidance on ‘I: Health & 
Safety/Public/Risk Assessment/Guidance. 
Use this form for all risks except from hazardous substances, manual handling & Display 
Screen Equipment (specific forms are available for these).  
If the risk is deemed to be ‘trivial’ there is no need to formally risk assess.  
All completed forms must give details of the person completing the assessment. 
Risk assess the activity with its present controls (if any) -then re-assess if action is to be 
taken and after further controls are put in place. 
The completed form should be kept within the School/Service/Department. 
 
1.Describe the Activity being Risk Assessed:  
Conducting a drop and collect household survey in the Bournemouth postcode area.  The 
researcher will be knocking on people’s doors and asking them to complete a survey in 
their own time.  The researcher will not be entering the properties. 
 
2. Location(s): Bournemouth, Poole, Christchurch, Swanage, Ringwood and Wimborne. 
 
3. Persons at potential Risk (e.g. Specific Staff only, General Staff, Students, Public etc.): 
Just the researcher, Andrew Hares. 
 
 
4. Potential Hazards i.e. What Could Happen?(NB: List hazards without considering any existing 
controls): 
Car accident driving to locations. 
Physical harm from homeowners. 
Attacked by dogs. 
Finger injuries from letterboxes. 
 
 
5. Control Measures Already In Place: 
Take due care when driving. 
Be sure not to enter homes of participants and to walk away from potentially dangerous 
situations. 
Not to enter premises where dogs are in the garden. 
Be careful when posting questionnaires through letterboxes. 
A log of the researcher’s daily movements will be kept with another person and the 
researcher will check-in and check-out with this person each day.  The log will contain 
information on where the researcher will be carrying out the survey each day of the study. 
 
6. Standards to be Achieved: (ACOPs, Qualifications, Regulations, Industry Guides, Suppliers instructions 
etc) 
 
 
 
7. Are the risks adequately controlled (bearing in mind 4. & 5.)? Write ‘Yes’ or ‘No’:  
Yes 
If Yes, Step 8: Ensure that those affected are informed of the Risks and Controls:   
Confirm how you have done this (e.g. written instructions):  
 
Then, complete boxes below and the assessment is finished until the review date(s): 
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9. Person(s) Who 
did Assessment: 
Andrew Hares 10. 
Date: 
06/09/10 11. Review 
Date: 
06/09/11 
12. Checked By: Janet Dickinson 13. 
Date: 
06/09/10 14. Review 
Date: 
06/09/11 
 
If No (to Q7) go to next section and estimate ‘Residual Risk’. 
 
1Estimating the Residual Risk: 
15. Choose a category that best describes the degree of harm which could result from the 
hazard,  
then choose a category indicating what the likelihood is that a person(s) could be harmed.  
Check only ONE box within the table which matches both of your choices. 
Degree of harm     
 
likelihood   
Slightly Harmful  
(e.g. minor injuries such as 
minor cuts/bruises not 
always requiring first aid) 
Harmful  
(e.g. serious but short-term 
injuries such as broken bones 
or curable disease) 
Extremely 
Harmful  
(e.g. would 
cause fatality, 
major long-
term injuries or 
incurable 
disease) 
Highly Unlikely Trivial Risk       Tolerable Risk     Moderate 
Risk      
Unlikely Tolerable Risk   Moderate Risk     Substantial 
Risk   
Likely Moderate Risk   Substantial Risk   Intolerable 
Risk   
  
16. Then note the advice below on suggested action and timescale 
Residual Risk Level Action and Timescale 
Trivial  Risk          No action is required and no documentary records need to be 
kept. 
Tolerable Risk       No additional controls are required. Consideration may be given to 
a more cost-effective solution or improvement that imposes no 
additional cost burden. Monitoring is required to ensure that the 
controls are maintained 
Moderate Risk       Efforts should be made to reduce the risk, but the costs of 
prevention should be carefully measured and limited. Risks 
reduction measures should be implemented within a defined 
period. Where the moderate risk is associated with extremely 
harmful consequences, further assessment may be necessary to 
establish more precisely the likelihood of harm as a basis for 
determining the need for improved control measures. 
Substantial Risk    Work should not be started until the risk has been reduced. 
Considerable resources may have to be allocated to reduce the 
risk. Where the risk involves work in progress, urgent action 
should be taken. 
Intolerable Risk    Work should not be started or continued until the risk has been 
reduced. If it is not possible to reduce the risk even with unlimited 
resources, work has to remain prohibited. 
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17. If ‘Moderate’ ‘Substantial’ or ‘Intolerable’: 
What New Control Measures are to be Considered to reduce 
risk? 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
18. Referred 
to: 
 
 
19. On 
Date: 
 
 
20. Ensure those affected are informed of the Risks & Controls 
Confirm how you have done this e.g. written instructions: 
  
 
 
21. Person(s) Who 
did Assessment: 
 22. 
Date: 
 23. Review 
Date: 
 
24. Checked By:  25. 
Date: 
 26. Review 
Date: 
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Appendix 5.1: Journal article – Hares et al. (2010) 
 
Hares, A., Dickinson, J. and Wilkes, K., 2010. Climate change and the air travel 
decisions of UK tourists. Journal of Transport Geography, 18, 466-473. 
 
 
Climate change and the air travel decisions of UK tourists 
 
 
Abstract 
 
Whilst much effort has been made to communicate to the public the importance of 
reducing carbon footprints in the home, one area where emissions are growing 
rapidly and little attempt has been made to increase consumer understanding of 
the impacts is holidays, particularly those involving air travel.  Using focus group 
research, this paper explores tourists’ awareness of the impacts of travel on 
climate change, examines the extent to which climate change features in holiday 
travel decisions and identifies some of the barriers to the adoption of less carbon-
intensive tourism practices.  The findings suggest that many tourists do not 
consider climate change when planning their holidays.  The failure of tourists to 
engage with the climate change impact of holidays, combined with significant 
barriers to behavioural change, presents a considerable challenge in moving the 
tourism industry onto a sustainable emissions path.  The findings are discussed in 
relation to theoretical perspectives from psychology and sociology. 
 
Keywords: air travel; climate change, tourism 
 
 
1. Introduction 
 
Tourism is a highly energy-intensive industry and has only recently attracted 
attention as an important contributor to climate change through greenhouse gas 
(GHG) emissions.  It has been estimated that tourism contributes 5% of global 
carbon dioxide emissions (UNWTO, 2007).  Studies show that transport may be 
responsible for over 90% of tourism’s overall contribution to global climate change 
(Gössling, 2002), with air travel dominating these emissions.  Gössling and 
Peeters (2007) conclude that in an average holiday or short break involving air 
travel, 60-95% of its contribution to global warming will be caused by the flight.  
The growth, and predicted future growth, in international tourism is a major 
concern.  International tourist arrivals grew to 903 million in 2007 and are forecast 
to increase to 1.6 billion in 2020 (UNWTO, 2008).  International tourism is largely 
dominated by developed countries.  The current tourism trend in these 
industrialised countries has been described as hyper-mobility (Høyer, 2000) and is 
characterised by the taking of several short-breaks and longer holidays every 
year.  Global growth rates of air travel have been in the order of 5-6% per year in 
the period 1970-2000 and are predicted to continue growing at annual rates of 5% 
until 2020 (Gössling and Peeters, 2007).  Estimates suggest that carbon dioxide 
emissions from air travel could rise to more than 15% of total carbon dioxide 
emissions from all sources by 2050 (Dubois and Ceron, 2006). 
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The tourism sector needs to progressively reduce its GHG contributions if it is to 
move onto a sustainable emissions path.  Aviation has been identified as the most 
important area for reducing these emissions (Peeters et al., 2006).  There have 
been a number of potential changes proposed for reducing the impact of air travel 
on climate change.  These include technological changes, market-based changes 
and behavioural changes.  Emission reductions from technological changes to 
aircraft engine design could be in the order of 20% by 2050 (Penner et al., 1999), 
with further potential reductions coming from improvements in air traffic 
management and operational efficiency.  However, even if these emission 
reductions are achieved the impacts will not be that significant, as the forecasted 
growth in air travel demand will far outpace the predicted technological 
efficiencies.  There are also limitations with the impacts market-based changes 
could have on emissions from air travel.  Market-based changes, such as taxes on 
jet fuel or aircraft emissions, are hugely unpopular with the airline industry and 
politically very difficult to enforce due to the 1950 resolution by the International 
Civil Aviation Organisation to exempt fuel for international air travel from taxation.  
Research suggests that even if taxes on jet fuel were introduced, they would have 
to be very high in order to have a serious impact on the demand for air travel 
(Olsthoorn, 2001; Tol, 2007).  The third of the options, behavioural change, is 
considered to have the most important role to play in leading to reductions in GHG 
emissions from air travel associated with tourism (Gössling et al., 2007). 
 
As part of a wider study, this paper reports the findings of exploratory focus group 
research designed to investigate the role that climate change plays in the holiday 
and travel decisions of UK tourists.  The paper has three objectives: to explore the 
levels of awareness amongst UK tourists of the impacts travel has on climate 
change, to establish the extent to which climate change considerations feature in 
holiday travel decision-making processes, and to investigate the major barriers to 
UK tourists adopting less carbon-intensive travel practices. 
 
2. Climate change and tourist behaviour  
 
Until recently, there has been very little research undertaken to investigate 
whether tourists are aware of the impacts that their holidays and travel have on 
climate change.  Several studies report low awareness of the impact of air travel 
on climate change (Becken, 2007; Gössling et al., 2006; Shaw and Thomas, 
2006).  In the UK a number of quantitative studies have examined public attitudes 
towards air travel (Department for Transport, 2002, 2006a, 2008).  In the most 
recent (Department for Transport, 2008) study, 66% of total respondents said they 
believed that air travel harms the environment, with 44% of these respondents 
specifically mentioning climate change and 64% saying they would be willing to 
pay more for air travel in order to reflect the environmental harm.  In a quantitative 
study, that asked directly about climate change, 62% would take fewer flights to 
reduce impacts (Lorenzoni and Pidgeon, 2006). 
 
For most people, an understanding of climate change is brought about by the 
media where people are exposed to a variety of conflicting and unreliable views 
(Becken, 2007).  Outside tourism, there are issues generally with climate change 
action and people have little faith their actions will make a difference, most 
individuals finding it difficult to disentangle themselves from high carbon lifestyles 
(Bickerstaff et al., 2008).  Becken (2007) suggests that tourists distinguish 
between tourism travel and everyday life taking more responsibility for climate 
change in the latter.  This could be because people feel they have earned the right 
to fly and take holidays (Barr et al., 2008).  Becken (2007) argues travel has 
symbolic meaning and people value the freedom, or, as Shaw and Thomas (2006) 
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suggest, it is seen as a ‘right’.  There is also evidence of a variety of denial 
mechanisms that are employed to avoid taking action (Lorenzoni et al., 2007; 
Stoll-Kleeman et al., 2001).  
 
When it comes to understanding behavioural change, a wide range of conceptual 
theories have been developed, utilising various social, psychological, subjective 
and objective variables in order to model consumer behaviour (Jackson, 2005).  
These theories of behavioural change operate at a number of different levels, 
including the individual level, the interpersonal level and the community level 
(Halpern et al., 2004).  A number of theories have been designed specifically to 
examine pro-environmental behaviour, whilst more general consumer behaviour 
theories have also been used to predict behaviour in a climate change context.  
Many studies have investigated an inconsistency between people’s attitudes and 
behaviour (Barr, 2004; Blake, 1999; Kollmuss and Agyeman, 2002).  This 
inconsistency is commonly referred to as the attitude-behaviour gap and is 
particularly prevalent when examining behavioural change related to 
environmental issues (Nickerson, 2003).  Anable et al. (2006) consider this 
attitude-behaviour gap as one of the greatest challenges facing the climate 
change agenda.  Therefore, identifying these barriers to action is a critical step in 
facilitating behavioural change. 
 
Other perspectives on the attitude-behaviour gap have emerged from the 
sociology of consumption, particularly from social practice theory.  Spaargaren 
and van Vliet (2000) argue that social psychological models stress the importance 
of people’s adherence to values and beliefs but are weak on the ways individual 
action is framed by structures in society.  Randles and Mander (2009), for 
example, question whether behaviour can be causally derived from attitudes at all.  
They argue that behaviour is socially constituted through a combination of 
individual agency (beliefs, norms and values regarding action) and interaction with 
the resources available (physical structures and social rules).  The resulting social 
practices create a “propensity for ‘lock-in’ and… an inherent resistance to change” 
(p95).  Similarly, Adey et al. (2007, p785) suggest that “aeromobility is now 
embedded in the global fabric”.  Such approaches (re)contextualise behaviour 
decisions rather than isolate them from the rules and resources which structure 
actions. 
 
Kollmuss and Agyeman (2002) conclude that the question of what determines pro-
environmental behaviour is such a complex one that it cannot be visualised 
through one single framework or diagram.  Anable et al. (2006, p64) concur with 
this view and state that there is no “grand unified theory” that provides a definitive 
explanation of behavioural change; hence the purpose of this paper is not to apply 
any particular one of these behaviour theories.  Instead, the analysis reflects on 
theoretical perspectives, offered by psychology and sociology, in relation to the 
barriers to behavioural change presented by focus group participants.  
 
3. Methodology 
 
Despite the potentially high-risk scenario for the tourism industry and the global 
environment, relatively little research has been undertaken with respect to tourism 
and climate change (Becken, 2007; Hunter and Shaw, 2007).  Furthermore, much 
of the research on transport and tourism has been grounded in quantitative 
geography traditions focused on price elasticity and space/time considerations.  
However, more recently work has emerged that seeks to develop a nuanced 
understanding of society’s desire for travel (see for example, Adey et al., 2007; 
Randles and Mander, 2009).  Exploratory focus group research was employed 
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here as it has the potential to highlight important factors and variables that are not 
evident in the limited tourism and climate change literature and to facilitate a 
better understanding of how air travel is embedded in tourist practice.  It can be 
argued that focus groups offer a more natural environment than that of individual 
interviews, as participants are interacting with other people, just as they do in real 
life (Krueger and Casey, 2000).  The literature also suggests that group interaction 
will lead to a wider range of views, as participants seize and develop on the 
comments of other group members (Bryman, 2008).  Group discussion can result 
in participants defending and more fully explaining their views, thus providing a 
greater insight into their thoughts and beliefs.  However, there is scope for group 
bias.  To minimise potential group bias individual tasks were integrated with group 
discussion. 
 
Four focus groups were conducted in Bournemouth, UK.  The number of 
participants in each group ranged between 7 and 10, with 34 participants in total 
taking part.  Each group was relatively homogeneous and the participants were 
recruited from pre-existing groups.  The first group consisted of students (Student 
Group), the second group consisted of parents with young children (Family 
Group), the third group consisted of working professionals (Professionals Group) 
and the fourth group consisted of relatively affluent retirees (Retired Group).  The 
aim was not for a representative sample or to make comparisons between groups, 
but to cast a wide net to embrace a diversity of understandings and experiences 
of travel.  Whilst potential participants were not screened prior to selection on their 
income or travel habits, the intention was to recruit people with differing socio-
demographic profiles.  The Family Group was recruited from a relatively 
economically deprived area of Bournemouth and, along with the Student Group, 
contained relatively less affluent participants.  The Professionals and Retired 
Groups contained relatively affluent participants.  The results of the focus groups 
revealed that not only were the participants in the Professionals and Retired 
Groups regular travellers (more than one overseas trip a year), so were most of 
the participants in the Student Group.  Participants in the Family Group were less 
frequent travellers, but all had taken at least one holiday in the last two years and 
all but one of the participants had taken at least one overseas flight in this period. 
 
It has been argued that participants should receive adequate information on the 
focus group during recruitment, so that they are able to give their informed 
consent to take part (Bloor et al., 2001).  Potential participants were told that the 
focus group discussion would be about climate change and people’s everyday 
lives.  Mention of holidays and travel were deliberately avoided in the recruitment 
process so as not to create a connection in the participants’ minds between 
holidays and climate change if one did not already exist.  By disclosing that 
climate change was the main theme of the group discussions, the researcher was 
aware that this could potentially lead to social desirability bias.  In addition, there 
was the possibility that the participants may be more interested in, and 
knowledgeable about, climate change than the population in general as they 
volunteered to take part.  However, failure to disclose this information would not 
only have raised concerns regarding covert recruitment methods, it may also have 
resulted in the recruitment of participants who felt mislead and were then unwilling 
to discuss climate change. 
 
The focus group design consisted of largely open questions and tasks that 
proceeded from the general to the more specific as follows: 
 
a) Understanding of climate change (open question) 
b) How lifestyles might impact on climate change (task) 
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c) Ways holidays might impact on climate change (open question) 
d) Important factors when planning a holiday (task) 
e) Climate change as a factor in holiday decisions 
f) Barriers to behavioural change 
 
The focus groups were undertaken during summer 2008 and lasted between 1.5 
and 2 hours.  Each was recorded using digital voice recorders and then 
transcribed verbatim.  Codes were generated inductively from the raw data, rather 
than deductively from theory and previous research (Boyatzis, 1998), though the 
material was strongly influenced by the questions asked in the focus groups.  
Techniques outlined by Ryan and Bernard (2003) were used to discover themes 
in the data.  These included searching for repetitions in the data sets, and 
searching for similarities and differences by making systematic comparisons 
across the data.  The following two sections discuss the findings of the main focus 
group themes and relate them to relevant theory. 
 
4. Holiday travel and climate change 
 
4.1 Understanding of climate change 
 
The most dominant understanding of climate change was related to changes in 
weather patterns that participants had personally observed in their lifetime.  In 
particular, milder winters, with very little snowfall over recent years, and wetter 
summers.  Many of the participants were unsure about what climate change is 
and some were sceptical it was taking place.  There was some uncertainty about 
the human contribution to climate change through the production of greenhouse 
gases.   
 
“A lot of controversy at the moment … whether or not global warming is 
actually caused by human activity or whether there’s a counter argument 
it’s actually caused by solar flares and things like that … there seems to be 
a lot of completely opposing views” 
Male 4, Professionals Group 
 
There was also confusion between climate change and holes in the ozone layer.  
Consistent with other recent studies (Anable et al., 2006; Randles and Mander, 
2009), whilst general awareness of climate change was quite high, with almost all 
the participants being familiar with the terms ‘climate change’ and ‘greenhouse 
gases’, in many cases they did not have a strong understanding of either the 
causes of climate change or the role that humans, including themselves, are 
having on the levels of GHGs being released into the atmosphere.   
 
When asked how their lifestyle impacted on climate change, flying was the third 
most common response (Table 1).  After discussing the items on their lists, 
participants were then asked to make a list of any things they did to reduce their 
impact on climate change.  Many of the participants said that they did these things 
as much for financial reasons as environmental reasons.  Although flying was the 
third most acknowledged impact on climate change, not one participant mentioned 
that they do anything to address this in terms of flying less or using alternative 
transport modes.  The other contributions, which related to home life rather than 
holidays, were all to a certain extent countered (Table 1).  The Low-Cost 
Hypothesis (Diekmann and Preisendörfer, 2003) suggests that environmental 
concern influences behaviour primarily in situations connected with low cost and 
little inconvenience for individuals.  It is, therefore, unsurprising that the 
participants in this study report high levels of recycling activity (considered a low-
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cost and low-inconvenience domain) but do not report any reductions in their air 
travel (considered a high-cost and high-inconvenience domain). 
 
Table 1. Top five contributions to climate change and mitigation measures 
identified by participants   
Contributions to climate change Mitigation measures 
 
1.  Car driving 
 
 
Walking or cycling 
2.  Electrical appliances in home 
 
Minimising electricity leakage 
3.  Flying 
 
 
4.  Heating home 
 
Minimising electricity leakage 
5.  Consumption/disposal of waste 
 
Recycling 
Don’t use plastic bags 
   
 
 
In the discussion on holidays and climate change, travel to and from the 
destination was identified as having the biggest impact on climate change, with 
particular reference made to flying.  However, the most common view expressed 
in the Retired Group was that their holidays do not have any impact on global 
climate change.  They acknowledged that air travel does produce GHG emissions, 
but considered the impacts of their own individual actions to be inconsequential 
and thus a negligible effect on climate change. 
 
4.2. Climate change and holiday travel decision-making 
 
The five most important factors considered by participants when planning their last 
overseas holiday were:  
 
 1.  Price/cost   
 2.  Weather   
 3.  Family and friends 
 4.  Minimal travel time 
 5.  Activities 
 
In all the groups, price/cost (except the Retired Group) and minimising travel time 
were important, which reflects the traditional transport geography analysis 
(Davidov et al., 2006).  In total, across the four groups, more than thirty different 
factors were mentioned as important elements considered when planning 
holidays.  Even though climate change was clearly the main topic of discussion, 
not one of the participants identified climate change, or even environmental 
concerns in general, as a factor they consider when making decisions about their 
holidays.  In a focus group context there is potential for group bias, however, the 
consistency of this finding across all four groups suggests group bias did not play 
a role.  This questions whether climate change is conceptually linked to tourism at 
all.  One of the dominant psychological models used in the environment and 
behaviour field is that of the Theory of Planned Behaviour (Ajzen, 1991).  In this 
model attitudes need to be specific to the behaviour in question to bring about 
affect.  This would appear not to be the case and it is suggested that climate 
change is not in the attitudinal set of tourism decisions for many people.  This 
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questions studies that suggest people are prepared to modify their flying 
behaviour in response to climate change.  
 
As climate change was not mentioned in the previous discussion, each group was 
specifically asked whether climate change considerations featured in their 
thoughts and decisions when they planned their holidays.  All but two of the 
participants said that they did not think about climate change at all even though 
flying had been widely acknowledged as contributing to climate change earlier in 
the focus groups. 
 
“I don’t think about it at all … to be honest I never care” 
Male 5, Student Group 
 
“I might mention it or I might think about it or joke about it, but really when 
it comes down to it if I am doing things that are good for the environment 
like not flying too often its primarily because of the cost basically … I could 
dress it up as being about climate change but it’s the fact that I can’t afford 
flights that are particularly damaging to the environment rather than 
anything else” 
Male 2, Student Group 
 
“I think people are just not aware of it, only people who are active in the 
care of animals and the trees … to be honest it doesn’t enter my thoughts 
at all” 
Female 2, Family Group  
 
“I don’t find that important for a holiday … I think with the flights they’ve 
made them so cheap now that would just override any climate change 
things” 
Male 1, Family Group 
 
“I have never ever considered climate change with regard to a holiday” 
Male 6, Retired Group 
 
Two participants, both females in their 20s, said that climate change 
considerations were in the back of their mind when planning their holidays.  Both 
participants had used carbon offsetting schemes, but neither on a regular basis.  
They also stated that climate change considerations did not alter their holiday 
decisions in any additional way. 
 
“I feel a bit guilty about all that and sometimes I do those extra payments 
but I would still go”  
Female 2, Student Group 
 
Another acknowledges considering climate change when planning day trips in the 
UK but not overseas holidays. 
 
“It is in the back of my mind, not particularly so much when I take the odd 
holiday abroad, but it certainly is on day trips.  I feel by using my car I am 
actually contributing to global warming” 
Male 1, Professionals Group 
 
A number of spontaneous justifications for not thinking about climate change 
when planning holidays were mentioned in the focus groups and several 
participants were keen to defend their decisions to fly on a regular basis.  Of even 
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more concern, perhaps, was the fact that a number of younger participants in both 
the Student and Professionals Groups expressed a view that climate change was 
actually making them travel more.  There was a belief that they should travel as 
much as possible now, while flights are relatively cheap, and before travel is 
possibly restricted or made more difficult in the future due to climate change 
concerns. 
 
“There is more in the media and it does make me think. But it probably 
makes me think I should travel more now because I might not have the 
opportunity … in twenty years you just won’t be able to get to some of the 
places that are really accessible now” 
Female 6, Professionals Group 
 
It is therefore evident that some links are made between tourism and climate 
change but there is much confusion and little impact on behaviour.  The data 
suggest an information deficit.  From this, traditional communication models would 
indicate scope for awareness raising to bring about behavioural changes.  
However, such an approach is questioned by Randles and Mander (2009) who 
argue that information campaigns alone are unlikely to bring about change due to 
the social embeddedness of practice.  This is evident in the participants’ habitual 
choice of flying for overseas holidays.  The following section develops this aspect 
through an exploration of the barriers to behavioural change. 
 
5. Barriers to behavioural change 
 
The final part of the focus group revolved around a number of questions aimed at 
generating discussion on potential ways that holiday and travel behaviour might 
change in favour of less carbon-intensive tourism practices.  Outlined below are 
some, but not all, of the barriers identified from this research. 
 
5.1 Dismissal of alternative transport modes 
 
Strong preferences for air travel over alternative travel modes were expressed in 
all four groups.  Flying was considered the only viable option for most holiday 
destinations and illustrates the extent to which participants were ‘locked-in’ to 
flying (Randles and Mander, 2009).  Trains were dismissed as being too slow and 
too expensive.  France was identified as one of the few overseas holiday 
destinations that could be reached by train or ferry.  In discussions about other 
holiday destinations, participants said they would only consider flying.  Even for 
holidays within the UK, a number of participants said that they prefer to fly, rather 
than drive or take the train, confirming a view that trains cannot compete with 
planes in terms of price or travel time.  This criticism of alternative modes reflects 
the representation that public transport is poor and needs improving in the UK 
(Dickinson et al., 2009), as the quotes below illustrate.   
 
“I did manage to take a train on my previous holiday because that was 
Paris.  So I presume that I saved a little bit compared to flying but in 
general, like everybody says, it’s difficult to avoid flying when you want to 
go on holiday” 
Male 3, Student Group 
 
“It’s a problem being on an island here, the quickest way to get 
somewhere is to fly basically” 
Male 1, Student Group 
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“It’s cheaper to fly than it is to drive or take the train … and so much 
quicker”  
Female 1, Family Group 
 
“If there was some investment in the infrastructure of the travel routes, for 
example in Japan you get on these bullet trains that run on time and 
obviously they’re carrying a lot more people for the fuel that they use but in 
England especially there is no investment in that kind of thing, so I don’t 
think we look far enough to the future in this country, it’s all very short term 
… if the public transport system had a better infrastructure then we might 
all jump on a speed train to Edinburgh as opposed to sitting on a plane or 
driving” 
Male 3, Professionals Group 
 
The dismissal of alternative transport modes can be conceived as either a 
structural barrier, in the sense that flying is perhaps the only realistic option to 
reach long-haul holiday destinations, or a perceived behavioural control barrier 
(Ajzen, 1991) in that an individual perceives flying as the only option open to them 
and therefore precludes all other transport options.  The extent to which this is a 
structural or perceived barrier will depend to a great extent on the distance to the 
destination.  This can also be interpreted in a social practices perspective as an 
interaction with the resources available where much international tourism is 
institutionally structured around flying.  To increase the availability of different 
transport modes, tourists could choose holiday destinations closer to home.  
However, the participants were resistant to changing their holiday plans for 
climate change reasons.  
 
Many participants also seemed to have an affinity with low-cost airlines.  There 
was a widespread view that they have opened up travel to the masses, making 
overseas holidays accessible and affordable for many.  This perception is 
supported by Nilsson (2009, p126), who states that “To passengers, low-cost 
carriers have reduced fares and improved opportunities to travel”.  Almost all the 
participants in the Student, Family and Professionals Groups claimed that the 
advent of low-cost airlines had enabled them to take more overseas holidays. 
 
“They give accessibility to people to travel at an affordable cost. I think 
back years ago when I was a kid, we never thought of going abroad 
because our family could never afford that, and suddenly everyone can get 
on a plane and go somewhere” 
Female 5, Family Group 
 
“I didn’t get on a plane until I was sixteen, and I think in the last twelve 
years I probably do at least ten journeys on a plane a year now” 
Female 6, Professionals Group 
 
The repeated use of air travel as the preferred transport mode for holiday taking 
could be considered as habitual behaviour for these participants.  Studies show 
that frequent past behaviour can have a significant effect on future behaviour 
(Ouellette and Wood, 1998).  The frequency with which the participants of these 
three groups are using low-cost air travel may well act as a barrier to the adoption, 
or even consideration, of alternative transport modes in the future.  In the Retired 
Group, low-cost airlines were not used that frequently, although the participants 
still flew regularly.  The participants in this group preferred what they considered 
to be the more sociable flight times and comfort levels of scheduled airlines.  As 
this group was also the most affluent, the cost of holidays was much less of an 
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issue for them.  Despite preferring scheduled airlines, participants in this group 
still had a very favourable view of low-cost airlines, as they believed low-cost 
airlines had introduced necessary competition to the marketplace and were largely 
responsible for bringing down the cost of flying in general.   
 
Similar positive views of low-cost air travel were also exhibited by the participants 
in a study by Shaw and Thomas (2006).  Despite the negative climate change and 
environmental consequences associated with flying, it appears that airlines are 
held in a positive light by many of the focus group participants who took part in 
this research. 
 
5.2 Importance of holidays 
 
The second barrier comes in the form of the value or importance that many of the 
participants placed on holidays.  There was a strong reluctance across all groups 
to consider changing their tourism behaviour.  When the possibility of future 
quotas limiting the number of flights individuals could take in a year was 
discussed, there was universal disapproval.  Not one participant thought that an 
enforced restriction on flights for climate change reasons was acceptable.  The 
loss of freedom of choice was identified as a reason why governments should not 
restrict their ability to fly. 
 
“I’d feel pretty restricted about personal freedom and things like that, and 
I’m quite sure there are plenty of other ways for a government to do more 
about climate change” 
Female 2, Student Group 
 
“Whatever happened to freedom of the individual, and freedom of choice, 
and all the things that we’re supposed to hold dear” 
Male 8, Retired Group 
 
Becken (2007) also found that the value of freedom to travel is firmly established 
in the minds of many tourists and that restricting this travel is considered 
unacceptable.  The possibility of higher taxes on flights to reflect environmental 
costs were also met with disapproval although viewed slightly more favourably 
than quotas, especially by those participants who thought they would be able to 
afford them and hence could continue their travel behaviour.  One participant in 
the Professionals Group mentioned that an increase in taxes might result in 
people taking fewer holidays of a longer duration.  This idea was scorned upon by 
the rest of the group who still considered this to be an infringement on their 
personal freedom.  As Adey et al. (2007, p785) suggest “it is impossible to 
imagine life without flight”.  
 
Participants gave a number of spontaneous justifications for their travel behaviour.  
The cultural and social benefits of travel, to individuals and society, were put 
forward as a reason to continue with travel.  As were the economic benefits 
tourism brings to poorer countries. 
 
“I think that travel’s important for people to understand each other’s culture 
… so many social reasons why we need to travel and experience different 
parts of the world” 
Female 3, Student Group 
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“We’re planning on going to Thailand, to places that were affected by the 
tsunami on Boxing Day, and you know the tourism industry is something 
that will help re-build … in some places where there was poverty tourism 
brings wealth”  
Male 3, Professionals Group 
 
In the Student Group and the Family Group the discussion moved on to 
conversations about ‘dream’ holidays and how it was their financial situations 
rather than climate change concerns which was preventing them from travelling 
even more. 
 
“If I could fly to Kenya I would and it would be great. I probably wouldn’t 
really take a moment to think about climate change, I’d be like yeah I’m 
going to Kenya!” 
Female 3, Student Group 
 
“I’m sure that I wouldn’t think of climate change if I got the chance to go to 
Australia. I would not think on no better not … I would love to go” 
Female 3, Family Group 
 
“I think there’s no such thing as a holiday of a lifetime anymore. I think 
everyone’s so well travelled that people are looking for that new place and 
I think it’s making places that are fairly remote very attractive, but they 
haven’t got the infrastructure to suit that, so it’s being impacted purely for 
our own pleasure. Finding that new place that is untouched by tourism”  
Female 2, Professionals Group 
 
This discussion reflects the discourse of aspirational lifestyles associated with 
flying (Thurlow and Jaworski, 2006). 
 
5.3 Responsibility lies with others 
 
The third barrier relates to the belief amongst participants that responsibility for 
climate change lies with others, and is consistent with the findings of Stoll-
Kleemann et al. (2001) and Lorenzoni et al. (2007).  In all four groups the major 
contributors to climate change were considered to be governments, businesses 
and other countries.  Very little responsibility was seen to lie with individuals in 
terms of personal contributions to climate change.  In addition, when it came to 
tackling climate change, responsibility was again seen to belong to collective 
bodies rather than individuals.  Personal responsibility (often referred to as 
personal norms or moral norms in the socio-psychological behaviour literature) is 
considered a key variable in implementing pro-environmental behaviour (Stern et 
al., 1999).  The lack of personal responsibility displayed by the focus group 
participants is clearly a barrier to adjusting their holiday travel behaviour in favour 
of lower carbon options. 
 
The Government featured prominently throughout all four focus groups.  There 
was a common view that the UK Government should practice what they preach.  
Politicians should lead by example, and they can not expect the general public to 
take climate change seriously when they have big cars, take lots of flights and 
own second homes. 
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“When you look at the Government and they say they’re putting taxes on 
this for greener that and the other, and they’re still using cars and still 
flying places so they’re not concerned”  
Female 1, Family Group 
 
“If you look at a government collectively and what they could do to help a 
country as a whole be more carbon neutral then I think there’s an awful lot 
more governments could do, in the way they trade, the way they act in 
terms of MPs and second homes” 
Male 2, Professionals Group 
 
There was also considerable scepticism about how serious the UK Government 
were about tackling the causes of climate change, and annoyance that so called 
green taxes were not being used directly to combat the problem.  There were 
doubts expressed as to whether the Government really wants people to fly less 
because airport capacity is being expanded. 
 
“It’s a means of raising taxation. I fully appreciate the impact to the 
environment and everything else but I think there’s an element of how 
much money can we make out of this on the back of climate change” 
Male 2, Professionals Group 
 
Participants also believed that many companies were falsely marketing green 
credentials.  Big business was widely considered to be more responsible for 
climate change than consumers.  Businesses were not doing their fair share in 
addressing climate change and were passing on responsibility to consumers.  
Carbon offsetting schemes were viewed unfavourably because they were deemed 
to place the emphasis on the general public rather than on the airlines ‘who are 
actually adding to the problem’. 
 
“Big companies, they’ve created this society, we’ve had to fit around what 
they’ve put out. They’ve given us cars, they’ve given us cheap flights, 
they’ve given us the heating etcetera” 
Male 1, Family Group 
 
In the Family and Retired Groups in particular, there was a feeling that the actions 
of one person cannot make a difference.   
 
“If we don’t fly somebody else will” 
Male 7, Retired Group 
 
“As an individual we can do nothing, it doesn’t come on the Richter Scale, 
never … I mean there’s a thousand million in India and more than one and 
a half thousand million in China, we don’t make a mark” 
Male 9, Retired Group 
 
“I think the human brain, to be quite honest, cannot possibly envisage what 
is really happening in outer space and time. We’re insects in this 
enormous universe and I think as individuals we’ll have very little effect on 
what is going to happen in the next thousand years” 
Male 7, Retired Group 
 
These participants were exhibiting a strong external locus of control (Cleveland et 
al., 2005), whereby they considered that any efforts they made as individuals to 
reduce their carbon emissions would be insignificant in the global context.  This 
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sense of ‘powerlessness’ is viewed by Stoll-Kleemann et al. (2001) as a denial 
mechanism for accepting personal responsibility.  Social dilemmas, the conflict 
between self-interest and the common good, were evident across all four groups.  
Participants questioned changing their holiday behaviour when other people were 
not prepared to change theirs, using the lack of action by others to justify inactivity 
(Anable et al., 2006; Randles and Mander, 2009; Shaw and Thomas, 2006).  
These comments referred to the behaviour of other people and the behaviour of 
other countries.  Tackling climate change was seen as a very ‘Western’ or 
‘European’ thing with America, China, India, Eastern Europe and developing 
countries all being criticised for not doing enough with regards climate change. 
 
“That’s the difficulty if it’s just one country seen to do X and Y to make a 
difference … there are still a lot of countries who are far behind us and I 
think it would seem a bit unfair if we have things imposed on us where 
others won’t” 
Female 6, Professionals Group 
 
“You’ve only got to drive past a power station in Eastern Europe, or dare I 
say Spain and Italy, to realise if they’re not going to play why should we”  
Male 3, Retired Group 
 
“That was aptly put by my wife. She said when they turn the lights off in 
Las Vegas then she’ll believe it. And as they haven’t done, she doesn’t 
believe it” 
Male 9, Retired Group 
 
6. Conclusions and implications for policy 
 
Whilst the participants in these focus groups had a basic understanding of climate 
change, they generally lacked a more in-depth knowledge.  Nonetheless, flying 
was widely identified as a major cause of climate change.  When it comes to 
planning holidays, climate change does not feature in the thoughts or decisions of 
many of the participants even though many of them acknowledged air travel as a 
cause of climate change.  The association between holidays and climate change, 
in the minds of the participants, is either not made when planning holidays or is 
somehow suppressed.   
 
The research identified three major barriers to behavioural change when it comes 
to taking holidays, all of which present significant obstacles in terms of reducing 
the impact of international travel on climate change.  The first barrier – dismissal 
of alternative transport modes to air travel – can be seen as a structural or 
psychological barrier.  For many holiday destinations, access by air travel is the 
only realistic option.  Therefore, tourists may consider that they have no choice 
but to continue flying when they go on holiday.  However, the impacts of holidays 
on climate change can still be reduced, even when air travel is involved, if tourists 
take fewer holidays of longer duration (hence fewer flights), and travel shorter 
distances to the destination.  If UK tourists were to take more holidays in the UK 
and less overseas, or even take their holidays in Western Europe, this would open 
up a number of transport options, such as train and coach, which have less impact 
on climate change. 
 
However, as the second barrier illustrates, the participants in these focus groups 
were very much against making changes to their travel behaviour.  The 
participants attached a very high importance and value to their holidays and were 
reluctant to consider adapting them for climate change reasons.  The third barrier 
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– responsibility lies with others – may help explain this unwillingness to change 
travel behaviour.  The participants were not prepared to accept personal 
responsibility for the impacts their holidays have on climate change.  Instead, they 
put forward a number of denial mechanisms for why responsibility lies with 
governments, businesses and other countries, rather than with the individual.  The 
impacts of an individual on climate change were argued as being insignificant in 
the context of a global problem, and that changing individual travel behaviour 
would make no difference. 
 
Whilst previous studies suggest an attitude-behaviour gap in relation to 
environmental issues this research would suggest that, in the case of holidays and 
international travel, there is an awareness-attitude gap rather than an attitude-
behaviour gap.  The participants, whilst not necessarily having an in-depth 
knowledge, were aware that air travel has a significant detrimental impact on 
climate change.  However, this awareness did not appear to translate into pro-
environmental attitudes with regards holidays and climate change.  In this respect, 
attitudes and behaviour were consistent in that neither were pro-environmental.  It 
may be the case that awareness is not leading to correlating attitudes, or it may 
be that behaviour is having a strong influence over attitudes in this holiday 
situation.  Cognitive Dissonance Theory (Festinger, 1957) suggests that where 
there are inconsistencies between an individual’s attitudes and behaviour resulting 
in internal feelings of discomfort, the individual will adjust either their attitudes or 
behaviour to reduce this discrepancy.  As the participants were reluctant to 
change their travel behaviour, it is possible they may have aligned their attitudes 
towards holidays and climate change to be consistent with their behaviour.  A 
similar explanation is offered by Self-Perception Theory (Bem, 1967), which 
suggests that in certain situations attitudes are inferred on the basis of 
observations about one’s own behaviour.  This links to the suggestion that air 
travel has become embedded in contemporary lifestyles and, while people are 
aware of the climate change issues, they are unwilling to give up their lifestyle.  
Therefore, people employ a variety of denial mechanisms (Stoll-Kleeman et al., 
2001) to justify continued flights.  
 
While it is not possible to make generalisations from this type of research, a 
number of policy relevant suggestions can be made.  Further research needs to 
be conducted to investigate why environmental awareness does not translate to 
pro-environmental attitudes and pro-environmental behaviour when it comes to 
holidays and climate change.  Whilst it may come as no surprise that tourists are 
reluctant to make significant changes to their lifestyles, especially when such 
strong social benefits are associated with holidays, finding ways to induce 
behavioural change is essential for the sustained long-term future of the tourism 
industry.    Information regarding the scale of climate change impacts associated 
with travel and holidays needs to be presented in a way that is accessible and 
relevant to the general public.  Fiscal measures to increase the costs of flights are 
unpopular and argued to be iniquitous.  However, given the bulk of the problem 
can be attributed to the more affluent taking more frequent flights (Adey et al., 
2007), this deserves further exploration.  There are significant trust concerns 
regarding government and industry action.  This is a considerable barrier and it is 
paramount that government sends out clear messages about its own activities.  In 
addition, the current UK Government policy regarding air travel could be 
considered somewhat contradictory.  The Air Transport White Paper Progress 
Report (Department for Transport, 2006b) states that the Government is 
committed to ensuring that aviation reflects the full costs of its climate change 
emissions and reiterates support for the inclusion of aviation in the EU Emissions 
Trading Scheme.  At the same time, the report also stresses that international 
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aviation is critical for a successful economy and justifies decisions to expand 
future airport capacity in the UK.  Government forecasts for air passenger demand 
at UK airports, which include adjustments for passengers paying increased air 
fares in the future to reflect climate change costs, predict that annual passenger 
numbers will increase from 228 million in 2005 to 490 million in 2030 (Department 
for Transport, 2006b).  It is possible that the absence of a clear policy direction 
with regards discouraging the increasing use of air travel could be a factor 
impacting on reluctance to change tourism behaviour and is thus an area justifying 
further research.  Finally, alternatives to flying are not in the reference frame for 
international holidays, nor are they associated with aspirational lifestyles.  More 
work is needed to explore slow/low carbon tourism transport practices to establish 
how these might be more strongly embraced. 
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Abstract 
 
Whilst much effort has been made to communicate to the public the importance of 
reducing carbon footprints in the home, one area where emissions are growing rapidly and 
little attempt has been made to increase consumer understanding of the impacts on climate 
change is holidays, particularly those involving air travel.  Using focus group research, this 
paper explores tourists’ awareness of the impacts of holidays on climate change, examines 
the extent to which climate change features in holiday decisions and identifies some of the 
barriers to the adoption of less carbon-intensive tourism practices.  The findings suggest 
that climate change is not considered at all by the vast majority of tourists when planning 
their holidays.  The failure of tourists to make the association between holidays and 
climate change, combined with significant barriers to behavioural change, presents a 
considerable challenge in moving the tourism industry onto a sustainable emissions path. 
 
Keywords: air travel; climate change 
 
 
 
1 INTRODUCTION 
 
Tourism is a highly energy-intensive industry and has only recently attracted attention as 
an important contributor to climate change through greenhouse gas emissions (GHGs).  
Studies show that transport may be responsible for over 90% of tourism’s overall 
contribution to global climate change (Gossling 2002), with air travel dominating these 
emissions.  Gossling and Peeters (2007) conclude that in an average holiday or short break 
involving air travel, 60-95% of its contribution to global warming will be caused by the 
flight.  The growth, and predicted future growth, in international tourism is a major 
concern.  International tourist arrivals grew to 903 million in 2007 and are forecast to 
increase to 1.6 billion in 2020 (UNWTO 2008).  International tourism is largely dominated 
by developed countries.  The current tourism trend in these industrialised countries has 
been described as hyper-mobility (Hoyer 2000) and is characterised by the taking of short-
breaks in remote destinations several times a year.  Global growth rates of air travel have 
been in the order of 5-6% per year in the period 1970-2000 and are predicted to continue 
growing at annual rates of 5% until 2020 (Gossling and Peeters 2007).   
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As part of a wider study, this paper reports the findings of exploratory focus group 
research designed to investigate the role that climate change plays in the holiday and travel 
decisions of UK tourists. The research has three objectives: to explore the levels of 
awareness amongst UK tourists of the impacts holidays and travel have on climate change, 
to establish the extent to which climate change considerations feature in holiday and travel 
decision-making processes, and to investigate the major barriers to UK tourists adopting 
less carbon-intensive tourism consumption practices.  Until recently, there has been very 
little research undertaken to investigate whether tourists are aware of the impacts that their 
holidays and travel have on climate change.  Several studies report low awareness of the 
impact of air travel on climate change (Becken 2007, Gossling et al. 2006, Shaw and 
Thomas 2006).  In the UK, a number of quantitative studies have examined public 
attitudes towards air travel.  In the most recent Department for Transport (2008) study, 
66% of respondents said they believed that air travel harms the environment, although 
when asked what types of environmental impacts they thought resulted, only 44% 
mentioned climate change (29% of overall sample).  These studies suggest that tourists 
either do not have a good understanding of the impacts their travel has on climate change 
or are unwilling to acknowledge the effects of their travel. 
 
The tourism sector must progressively reduce its GHG contributions if it is to move onto a 
sustainable emissions path.  Aviation has been identified as the most important area for 
reducing these emissions (Peeters et al. 2006).  There have been a number of potential 
changes proposed for reducing the impact of air travel on climate change namely 
technological; market-based and behavioural changes.  Of these options, behavioural 
change is considered to have the most important role to play in leading to reductions in 
GHG emissions from air travel associated with tourism (Gossling et al. 2007). The third 
objective of this research addresses the need for behavioural change in tourism 
consumption.  The findings of this paper shed light on the extent to which barriers to 
action are inhibiting tourists from changing their tourism practices. 
 
When it comes to understanding behavioural change, a wide range of conceptual theories 
have been developed, utilising various social, psychological, subjective and objective 
variables in order to model consumer behaviour (Jackson 2005).  These theories of 
behavioural change operate at a number of different levels, including the individual level, 
the interpersonal level and the community level (Halpern et al. 2004).  A number of 
theories have been designed specifically to examine pro-environmental behaviour, whilst 
more general consumer behaviour theories have also been used to predict behaviour in a 
climate change context.  Anable et al. (2006) suggest that pro-environmental behaviour is 
such a complex concept that there is no ‘grand unified theory’ that provides a definitive 
explanation of behavioural change; hence the purpose of this paper is not to evaluate any 
particular one of these consumer behaviour theories.  Instead, the findings are discussed in 
the context of several models with specific reference to barriers put forward by the focus 
group participants as reasons against changing their travel and tourism behaviour.  These 
barriers can lead to inconsistency between people’s attitudes and behaviours.  This 
inconsistency is commonly referred to as the attitude-behaviour gap and is particularly 
prevalent when examining behavioural change related to environmental issues (Nickerson 
2003).  Anable et al. (2006) consider this attitude-behaviour gap as one of the greatest 
challenges facing the climate change agenda.  Therefore, identifying these barriers to 
action is a critical step in facilitating behavioural change. 
 
 
2 METHODS 
 
Despite the potentially high-risk scenarios for the tourism industry and the global 
environment, relatively little research has been undertaken with respect to tourism and 
climate change (Becken 2007, Hunter and Shaw 2007).  Therefore, exploratory focus 
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group research was chosen as it has the potential to highlight important factors and 
variables that are not evident in the limited tourism and climate change literature.  It can 
be argued that focus groups offer a more natural environment than that of individual 
interviews, as participants are interacting with other people, just as they do in real life 
(Krueger and Casey, 2000).  The literature also suggests that group interaction will lead to 
a wider range of views, as participants seize and develop on the comments of other group 
members (Bryman 2008).  Group discussion can result in participants defending and more 
fully explaining their views, thus providing a greater insight into their thoughts and 
beliefs.   
 
Four focus groups were conducted in Bournemouth, UK.  The number of participants in 
each group ranged between 7 and 10, with 34 participants in total taking part.  In terms of 
composition, each group was relatively homogeneous and the participants were recruited 
from pre-existing groups.  Although the sample is not considered representative, the aim 
was to include a broad selection of participants in order to get an adequate cross-section of 
views.  The first group consisted of students (Student Group), the second group consisted 
of parents with young children (Family Group), the third group consisted of working 
professionals (Professionals Group) and the fourth group consisted of retirees (Retired 
Group).   
 
It has been argued that participants should receive adequate information on the focus 
group during recruitment, so that they are able to give their informed consent to take part 
(Bloor et al. 2001).  Potential participants were told that the focus group discussion would 
be about climate change and people’s everyday lives.  Mention of holidays and travel were 
deliberately avoided in the recruitment process, as the researcher did not want to create a 
connection in the participants’ minds between holidays and climate change if one did not 
already exist.  By disclosing that climate change was the main theme of the group 
discussions, the researcher was aware that this could potentially lead to social desirability 
bias.  In addition, there was also the possibility that the participants may be more 
interested in and knowledgeable about climate change than the population in general as 
they volunteered to take part.   
 
The focus groups lasted between 1.5 and 2 hours, and each one was recorded using digital 
voice recorders.  The recordings were then transcribed verbatim by the researcher.  The 
transcripts were read a number of times before codes were developed.  The codes were 
then reviewed and connections between codes were sought.  The themes identified were 
generated inductively from the raw data, rather than deductively from theory and previous 
research (Boyatzis 1998).  The researcher used techniques outlined by Ryan and Bernard 
(2003) to discover themes in the data.  These included searching for repetitions in the data 
sets, and searching for similarities and differences by making systematic comparisons 
across the data.  The final stage of the analysis involved relating the findings back to the 
relevant literature and theory. 
 
 
3 FINDINGS 
 
3.1 Awareness of the impacts holidays and travel have on climate change 
 
When asked about their understanding of climate change, the most dominant top of mind 
response in each of the four groups was for participants to talk about changes in weather 
patterns that they had personally observed in their lifetime.  In particular, milder winters, 
with very little snowfall over recent years, and wetter summers were mentioned.  When it 
came to understanding and even believing in climate change there were mixed responses.  
Many of the participants were unsure about what climate change is, particularly in the 
Family Group.  In other groups, there was a lot of uncertainty about the human 
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contribution to climate change through the production of greenhouse gases.  A number of 
participants, particularly in the Retired Group, did not believe that climate change was 
happening.  There was also confusion in all the groups between climate change and holes 
in the ozone layer.   
 
Whilst general awareness of climate change was quite high, with almost all the 
participants being familiar with the terms ‘climate change’ and ‘greenhouse gases’, in 
most cases they did not have a strong understanding of either the causes of climate change 
or the role that humans, including themselves, are having on the levels of GHGs being 
released into the atmosphere.  These findings are consistent with the conclusions of 
Anable et al. (2006 p11) that “recognition of the concept of climate change among the UK 
population is exceptionally high, but a more sophisticated understanding appears to be 
random and inconsistent”. 
 
As the impacts that individuals, including themselves, may have on climate change were 
not mentioned in the preceding discussions, participants were asked to make a list of the 
ways they thought their lifestyles might contribute to climate change.  The five most 
frequently mentioned contributions to climate change were: 
 
1.  Car driving 
 2.  Electrical appliances in home 
 3.  Flying 
 4.  Heating home 
 5.  Consumption/disposal of waste 
 
Of particular interest to this research is the fact that flying was the third most common 
response of the participants.  After discussing the items on their lists, participants were 
then asked to make a list of any things they did to reduce their impact on climate change.  
The five most frequently mentioned actions were: 
 
 1.  Recycling 
 2.  Walking 
 3.  Minimising electricity leakage 
 4.  Don’t use plastic bags 
 5.  Cycling 
 
It is important to mention that many of the participants said that they did these things as 
much for financial reasons as environmental reasons.  Interestingly, although flying was 
the third most widely acknowledged impact on climate change, not one participant 
mentioned that they do anything to address this in terms of flying less or using alternative 
transport modes.   
 
Following on from these discussions, participants were asked to consider in what ways 
their holidays might impact on climate change.  Travel to and from their destination was 
identified as having the biggest impact.  Flying was referred to in particular, partly because 
most of the participants had already identified flights as a significant contributor to climate 
change, and also because that was the method of transport they most frequently used for 
holidays.   
 
“I guess in terms of climate change, the travel is the only thing I can think of” 
Female 6, Professionals Group 
 
“It’s the flight isn’t it … I think that’s quite a big issue” 
Female 3, Family Group 
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There tended to be long pauses after flights had been discussed as participants seemed to 
struggle to identify other impacts that holidays might have on climate change.  After a 
little prompting, energy and resource wastage at hotels and resorts was the next most 
common theme.  A number of participants identified their own behaviour as contributing, 
as illustrated by this quote referring to a winter holiday taken a few months earlier. 
 
“We leave the heating on twenty four hours a day for five days … we do it while 
we’re away because where we go it’s an all-inclusive” 
Female 1, Family Group 
 
Others referred to hotels wasting resources through excessive air conditioning and heating, 
washing bedding and towels every day and leaving lights on in corridors all night.  
Another theme that emerged was that mass tourism has had a considerable impact on the 
local environment at many popular destinations.  This confusion between the impacts of 
tourism on global climate change and on the local environment of holiday destinations was 
also encountered by Gossling et al. (2006) in their study of tourists’ perceptions of climate 
change.   
 
 
3.2 Climate change and holiday/travel decision-making 
 
Participants were asked to think about the important things they considered when planning 
their last overseas holiday.  The five most important factors identified were:  
 
 1.  Price/cost   
 2.  Weather   
 3.  Family and friends 
 4.  Minimal travel time 
 5.  Activities 
 
In total across the four groups, more than thirty different factors were mentioned as 
important elements considered when planning holidays.  However, climate change, or 
even environmental concerns in general, were not mentioned once.  Even though climate 
change was clearly the main topic of discussion in the focus groups, not one of the 
participants identified climate change as a factor they consider when making decisions 
about their holidays. This would suggest that the focus group participants were not 
providing socially desirable responses. 
 
As climate change was not mentioned in the previous discussion, each group were 
specifically asked whether climate change considerations featured in their thoughts and 
decisions when they planned their holidays.  All but two of the participants said that they 
did not think about climate change at all.  As the following quotes illustrate, climate 
change does not feature in the vast majority of participants’ thoughts, even though flying 
had been widely acknowledged as contributing to climate change earlier in the focus 
groups. 
 
“I don’t think about it at all … to be honest I never care” 
Male 5, Student Group 
 
“I think people are just not aware of it … to be honest it doesn’t enter my thoughts 
at all” 
Female 2, Family Group 
 
“I have never ever considered climate change with regard to a holiday” 
Male 6, Retired Group 
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Two participants from different groups, both females in their 20s, said that climate change 
considerations were in the back of their mind when planning their holidays.  Both 
participants had used carbon offsetting schemes to offset flights, but neither did it on a 
regular basis.  They also stated that climate change considerations did not alter their 
holiday decisions in any additional way other than to sometimes offset flights. 
 
Of even more concern, perhaps, was the fact that a number of younger participants in both 
the Young and Professionals Groups expressed a view that climate change was actually 
making them travel more.  There was a belief that they should travel as much as possible 
now, while flights are relatively cheap, and before travel is possibly restricted or made 
more difficult in the future due to climate change concerns. 
 
“There is more in the media and it does make me think. But it probably makes me 
think I should travel more now because I might not have the opportunity … in 
twenty years you just won’t be able to get to some of the places that are really 
accessible now” 
Female 6, Professionals Group 
 
 
3.3 Barriers to behavioural change 
 
The final part of the discussion revolved around a number of questions aimed at generating 
discussion on potential ways that holiday and travel behaviour might change in favour of 
less carbon-intensive tourism practices.  Participants were not asked specifically to 
identify any barriers or obstacles preventing them from adjusting their holiday behaviour.  
The barriers identified in this analysis were derived from the responses and discussions 
emanating from questions relating to alternative modes of transport, carbon offsetting 
schemes, potential future travel restrictions and responsible tourism.  Outlined below are 
some, but not all, of the barriers identified from this research. 
 
The first barrier identified is the strong preference for air travel over alternative travel 
modes that were expressed in all four groups.  Flying was considered the only viable 
option for most holiday destinations.  Trains were dismissed as being too slow and too 
expensive.  France was identified as one of the few overseas holiday destinations that 
could be reached by train or ferry.  In discussions about other holiday destinations, 
participants said they would not consider any other modes of transport other than flying.   
 
“It’s difficult to avoid flying when you want to go on holiday” 
Male 3, Student Group 
 
The dismissal of alternative transport modes can be conceived as either a structural barrier, 
in the sense that flying is perhaps the only realistic option to reach long-haul holiday 
destinations, or a perceived behavioural control barrier (Ajzen 1991) in that an individual 
perceives flying as the only option open to them and therefore precludes all other transport 
options.  The extent to which this is a structural or perceived barrier will depend to a great 
extent on the distance to the destination.  To increase the availability of different transport 
modes, tourists could choose holiday destinations closer to home.  However, the focus 
group participants in this research were resistant to changing their holiday plans for 
climate change reasons. 
 
Many participants also seemed to have an affinity with low-cost airlines.  There was a 
widespread view that they have opened up travel to the masses, making overseas holidays 
accessible and affordable for many.  Similar positive views of low-cost air travel were also 
exhibited by the participants in a study by Shaw and Thomas (2006).  Despite the negative 
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climate change and environmental consequences associated with flying, it appears that 
airlines are held in a positive light by the majority of the focus group participants. 
 
The second barrier comes in the form of the value or importance that the majority of 
participants placed on holidays. There was a strong reluctance across all the groups to 
consider changing their tourism behaviour.  When the possibility of future quotas limiting 
the number of flights individuals could take in a year was discussed, there was universal 
disapproval.  Not one participant thought that an enforced restriction on flights for climate 
change reasons was acceptable.  The loss of freedom of choice was identified as a reason 
why governments should not restrict their ability to fly. 
 
“I’d feel pretty restricted about personal freedom and things like that, and I’m 
quite sure there are plenty of other ways for a government to do more about 
climate change” 
Female 2, Student Group 
 
In her study of the awareness of aviation’s impact on climate change amongst international 
tourists to New Zealand, Becken (2007) also found that the value of freedom to travel is 
firmly established in the minds of many tourists and that restricting this travel is 
considered unacceptable. 
 
The third barrier relates to the belief amongst participants that responsibility for climate 
change lies with others.  In all four groups the major contributors to climate change were 
considered to be governments, businesses and other countries.  Very little responsibility 
was seen to lie with individuals in terms of personal contributions to climate change.   
 
“Big companies, they’ve created this society, we’ve had to fit around what they’ve 
put out. They’ve given us cars, they’ve given us cheap flights, they’ve given us the 
heating etcetera” 
Male 1, Family Group 
 
In addition, when it came to tackling climate change, responsibility was again seen to 
belong to collective bodies rather than individuals.  Personal responsibility (often referred 
to as personal norms or moral norms in the socio-psychological behaviour literature) is 
considered a key variable in implementing pro-environmental behaviour (Stern et al. 
1999).  The lack of personal responsibility displayed by the focus group participants is 
clearly a barrier to adjusting their holiday and travel behaviour in favour of practices that 
have a lower impact on climate change. 
 
There was also considerable scepticism about how serious the UK Government were about 
tackling the causes of climate change, and annoyance that so called green taxes were not 
being used directly to combat the problem.   
 
“It’s a means of raising taxation. I fully appreciate the impact to the environment 
and everything else but I think there’s an element of how much money can we 
make out of this on the back of climate change” 
Male 2, Professionals Group 
 
There were doubts expressed as to whether the government really wants people to fly less 
because airport capacity is being expanded.  Similar issues of trust concerning government 
intentions in relation to climate change policy were reported by Stoll-Kleemann at al. 
(2001).   
 
In the Family and Retired Groups in particular, there was a feeling that the actions of one 
person cannot make a difference.  These participants were exhibiting a strong external 
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locus of control, whereby they considered that any efforts they made as individuals to 
reduce their carbon emissions would be insignificant in the global context.  This sense of 
‘powerlessness’ is viewed by Stoll-Kleemann et al. (2001) as a denial mechanism for 
accepting personal responsibility.   
 
Across all four groups the argument was put forward that why should someone change 
their holiday behaviour when other people were not prepared to change theirs.   
 
“If we don’t fly somebody else will” 
Male 7, Retired Group 
 
This is an example of a social dilemma, the conflict between self-interest and the common 
good.  Related to this is the tendency to use the lack of action by others to justify one’s 
own inactivity (Anable et al. 2006).  Shaw and Thomas (2006) found that participants in 
their research also expressed this barrier to action – that personal sacrifice in terms of 
reducing air travel would have no value unless this change in behaviour was reciprocated 
by others. 
 
 
4 CONCLUSIONS 
 
Whilst the participants in these focus groups had a basic understanding of climate change, 
they generally lacked a more in-depth knowledge.  Nonetheless, the vast majority 
identified flying as a major cause of climate change.  Although air travel was widely 
acknowledged as impacting on climate change, participants struggled to identify other 
aspects of holidays that contribute to climate change.  When it comes to planning holidays, 
climate change does not feature in the thoughts or decisions of the vast majority of 
participants even though most of them had identified flying as a cause of climate change.  
The association between holidays and climate change, in the minds of the participants, is 
either not made when planning holidays or is somehow suppressed.   
 
The focus group research identified three major barriers to behavioural change when it 
comes to taking holidays, all of which present significant obstacles in terms of reducing 
the impact of international travel on climate change.  The first barrier – dismissal of 
alternative transport modes to air travel – can be seen as a structural or psychological 
barrier.  For many holiday destinations, access by air travel is the only realistic option.  
Therefore, tourists may consider that they have no choice but to continue flying when they 
go on holiday.  However, the impacts of holidays on climate change can still be reduced, 
even when air travel is involved, if tourists take fewer holidays of longer duration (hence 
fewer flights), and travel shorter distances to the destination.  If UK tourists were to take 
more holidays in the UK and less overseas, or even take their holidays in Western Europe, 
this would open up a number of transport options, such as train and coach, which have less 
impact on climate change.  However, as the second barrier identified illustrates, the 
participants in these focus groups were very much against making changes to their travel 
behaviour.  The participants attached a very high importance and value to their holidays 
and were reluctant to consider adapting them for climate change reasons.  The third barrier 
– responsibility lies with others – may help explain this unwillingness to change travel 
behaviour.  The participants were not prepared to accept personal responsibility for the 
impacts their holidays have on climate change.  Instead, they put forward a number of 
denial mechanisms for why responsibility lies with governments, businesses and other 
countries, rather than with the individual.  The impacts of an individual on climate change 
were argued as being insignificant in the context of a global problem, and that changing 
individual travel behaviour would make no difference. 
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Whilst previous studies suggest an attitude-behaviour gap in relation to environmental 
issues this research would suggest that, in the case of holidays and international travel, 
there is a knowledge-attitude gap rather than an attitude-behaviour gap.  The participants, 
whilst not necessarily having an in-depth knowledge, were aware that air travel has a 
significant detrimental impact on climate change.  However, this knowledge did not 
appear to translate into pro-environmental attitudes with regards holidays and climate 
change.  In this respect, attitudes and behaviour were consistent in that neither were pro-
environmental.  It may be the case that knowledge is not leading to correlating attitudes, or 
it may be that behaviour is having a strong influence over attitudes in this holiday 
situation.  Cognitive Dissonance Theory (Festinger 1957) suggests that where there are 
inconsistencies between an individual’s attitudes and behaviour, the individual will adjust 
either their attitudes or behaviour to reduce this discrepancy.  As the participants were 
reluctant to change their travel behaviour, it is possible they may have aligned their 
attitudes towards holidays and climate change to be consistent with their behaviour.  An 
alternative explanation is offered by Self-Perception Theory (Bem 1967), which suggests 
that in certain situations attitudes are inferred on the basis of observations about one’s own 
behaviour.  Further research needs to be conducted to investigate why environmental 
knowledge does not translate to pro-environmental attitudes and pro-environmental 
behaviour when it comes to holidays and climate change.  Whilst it may come as no 
surprise that tourists are reluctant to make significant changes to their lifestyles, especially 
when such strong social benefits are associated with holidays, finding ways to induce 
behavioural change is essential for the sustained long-term future of the tourism industry. 
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Appendix 6.1: Spearman’s rho test results 
 
Correlations 
 
I believe that 
my holidays 
have some 
affect on 
climate change 
By taking fewer 
flights a year I 
will reduce my 
impact on 
climate change 
Spearman's rho I believe that my holidays 
have some affect on climate 
change 
Correlation 
Coefficient 
1.000 .470
**
 
Sig. (2-
tailed) 
. .000 
N 611 603 
By taking fewer flights a year 
I will reduce my impact on 
climate change 
Correlation 
Coefficient 
.470
**
 1.000 
Sig. (2-
tailed) 
.000 . 
N 603 605 
**. Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed). 
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Appendix 6.2: Transcripts of responses to Question 8 
 
“Air travel, significant pollutant. Large amount of fuel burnt for relatively short 
distance/holiday. In terms of burnt fuel/day etc.” 
  
“Avoiding airplanes. Carefully choosing accommodation (farm holidays).” 
  
“Because of climate change I now holiday close to home.” 
  
“By electing to stay in the UK.” 
   
“Consider travelling by train or car instead of flying to the south of France. Have 
taken 3 holidays this year - all in UK, plus one to south of France. The UK ones 
were all affected by consideration to climate change.” 
  
“Don't take short breaks which involve flying. Only fly once a year or less for at 
least 2 weeks holiday.” 
  
“Have begun to select destinations that can be reached by trains/Eurostar. Used 
trains and public transport exclusively for multi-destination European holiday last 
year.” 
  
“I always pay additional carbon off-set charge where it is available. This is a 
voluntary payment. Use public transport when on holiday (do not hire a car).” 
  
“I am aware of the impact of holidays on climate change. As they are readily 
available if I didn't go someone else would. I do not think there will be as many 
flights in years to come, if nothing else it is too costly.” 
  
“I am aware that flying puts a lot of CO2 into the atmosphere so I avoid 'weekend 
breaks' by air. Holidays need to be of a reasonable duration to justify the travel. I 
also try to be environmentally friendly and try to walk or cycle rather than use the 
car for every trip, and only use air conditioning or heating if really needed.”  
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“I am trying to stay in the country I come from. Also, I try to go/use public 
transport. I'm not only thinking about climate change when I plan my holidays but 
also in daily life!” 
   
“I choose not to fly although I have done in the past.” 
    
“I don't do too many short breaks as these involve flights to and from, so I maybe 
do one big holiday so reducing number of flights or journeys to/from destinations. 
I also pick destinations not too hot or too cold so I don't need heating or air 
conditioning. I don't travel by car. I try to use multiperson transport ie coach/train.” 
   
“I have recently resorted to train travel to reach a holiday destination rather than 
car use. I also believe that I would use train to holiday in Europe, rather than fly.” 
   
“I like going to 'off the beaten track' type holidays and walking holidays with 
companies that take carbon footprint into account.” 
  
“I think about the impact but it doesn't stop me taking holidays abroad.” 
  
“I think airplanes contribute most to global warming and so we made a conscious 
decision to travel via Eurostar wherever possible.” 
  
“I try to avoid trains as much as possible. Prefer to hire a good quality diesel car as 
these pollute less.” 
  
“I try to limit long-haul flights but have to balance that with my need to see/visit 
relatives and friends. In travelling within and to Europe I tend to use public 
transport or a combination of ferry and car.” 
  
“I usually stay within cycling distance of the house. Have had one holiday abroad 
to USA in the last 15 years. Whilst there we car shared with family, and stayed 3 
weeks, so making use of the plane fuel.” 
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“I worry about flying long distances and what impact that has on my carbon 
footprint and would avoid flying too far.” 
  
“I would avoid travel to places where ecological balance is at risk. I don't travel 
just for the sake of travelling - I only travel long haul to visit friends/relatives or 
attend meetings.” 
   
“I wouldn't travel a long distant for a short break. Using the car, just for one trip is 
a waste of resources. We visit and do chores on route. Unnecessary travel 
examples: flying to shop in New York for a weekend, is laughable, and should be 
banned! A coach trip to Germany Christmas shopping, I feel the same, ridiculous. 
Going to France to buy cheese, well don't we have cheese? Flying should be more 
expensive.” 
    
“Offset air travel using a carbon exchange website.” 
   
“Prefer to choose UK for holidays. Try not to go abroad too often.” 
  
“Take trains when possible. Would use it more often if possible to get further by 
such means without interminable waiting and delays. Problem: if I curtail my 
enjoyment of holidays by air to overseas destinations (ie beyond Europe), the 
effect will be negligible whilst I'll get no such holidays and no-one will notice 
anyway.” 
  
“Tend to use mass transport systems.” 
  
“The impact of air travel. Destruction/exploitation of local environments to 
accommodate tourism. Use of other, possibly scarce resources, eg water, devoted 
to tourists and their consumption.” 
   
“Travel to Europe by train if possible to reduce air travel.” 
  
“Travelling to holiday destinations would largely be done by plane, but travelling 
within countries would be done by train where possible.”  
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“Try not to fly when viable alternative. We are going skiing and will travel by 
coach instead of flying. Also when travelling to Scotland we go by train instead of 
car or flying.” 
  
“Try to choose holiday companies with green/ethical policies - trying to not fly to 
destination.” 
  
“Use carbon offsetting scheme. Don't go abroad more than once a year, sometimes 
once every two years.” 
  
“We are always aware that beside the cost of the holiday, the impact of using non-
renewable resources impact on the future generations.” 
  
“We avoid going abroad for holidays and will only very very occasionally go to 
visit family.” 
  
“We do think about how environmentally responsible the company we are 
holidaying with - this isn't very easy. I think the government should be more 
proactive in making all companies (not just holiday companies) in being more 
environmentally friendly.” 
  
“We look at things like: shortest journey route, use as less water and electricity as 
possible, take least amount of luggage.” 
  
“We now stay in UK and travel by coach or train.” 
  
“We try not to take flights because of the carbon footprint.” 
  
“We try to avoid air travel to distant countries. We use our own holiday (and motor 
home) unit and keep speeds down to maximise miles per litre. We value water and 
try to minimise overuse. We try to avoid excess packaging.” 
   
“Why holiday abroad with the effects on climate change when we can holiday at 
home in our beautiful country.”  
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“Would not travel any more often than essential.” 
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Appendix 6.3: Spearman’s rho test results 
 
Correlations 
 
Thoughts on 
climate change 
impacts just don’t 
enter my mind 
when planning 
holidays 
I do not consider 
climate change 
impacts as being 
important when 
planning my 
holidays 
Spearman's rho Thoughts on climate change 
impacts just don’t enter my 
mind when planning 
holidays 
Correlation 
Coefficient 
1.000 .680
**
 
Sig. (2-
tailed) 
. .000 
N 545 542 
I do not consider climate 
change impacts as being 
important when planning my 
holidays 
Correlation 
Coefficient 
.680
**
 1.000 
Sig. (2-
tailed) 
.000 . 
N 542 546 
**. Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed). 
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Appendix 6.4: Spearman’s rho test results 
 
Correlations 
 
I do not know 
how climate 
change is linked 
with holidays 
My holidays do 
not have any 
impact on climate 
change 
Spearman's rho I do not know how climate 
change is linked with 
holidays 
Correlation 
Coefficient 
1.000 .464
**
 
Sig. (2-
tailed) 
. .000 
N 544 541 
My holidays do not have any 
impact on climate change 
Correlation 
Coefficient 
.464
**
 1.000 
Sig. (2-
tailed) 
.000 . 
N 541 544 
**. Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed). 
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Appendix 6.5: Contingency tables for chi-square tests 
 
Fly less often 
 
Chi-Square Tests 
 Value df Asymp. Sig. (2-sided) 
Pearson Chi-Square 144.294
a
 4 .000 
Likelihood Ratio 157.046 4 .000 
Linear-by-Linear 
Association 
131.189 1 .000 
N of Valid Cases 591   
a. 0 cells (.0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is 
13.74. 
 
Symmetric Measures 
 Value Approx. Sig. 
Nominal by Nominal Phi .494 .000 
Cramer's V .349 .000 
Contingency Coefficient .443 .000 
N of Valid Cases 591  
 
 
Stop flying all together 
 
Chi-Square Tests 
 Value df Asymp. Sig. (2-sided) 
Pearson Chi-Square 167.484
a
 4 .000 
Likelihood Ratio 144.062 4 .000 
Linear-by-Linear 
Association 
122.788 1 .000 
N of Valid Cases 590   
a. 0 cells (.0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is 
6.62. 
 
Symmetric Measures 
 Value Approx. Sig. 
Nominal by Nominal Phi .533 .000 
Cramer's V .377 .000 
Contingency Coefficient .470 .000 
N of Valid Cases 590  
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Use trains or coaches for short-haul holiday trips 
 
 
Chi-Square Tests 
 Value df Asymp. Sig. (2-sided) 
Pearson Chi-Square 19.228
a
 4 .001 
Likelihood Ratio 18.691 4 .001 
Linear-by-Linear 
Association 
14.287 1 .000 
N of Valid Cases 585   
a. 0 cells (.0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is 
36.37. 
 
Symmetric Measures 
 Value Approx. Sig. 
Nominal by Nominal Phi .181 .001 
Cramer's V .128 .001 
Contingency Coefficient .178 .001 
N of Valid Cases 585  
 
 
Take fewer holidays a year of longer duration 
 
 
Chi-Square Tests 
 Value df Asymp. Sig. (2-sided) 
Pearson Chi-Square 68.613
a
 4 .000 
Likelihood Ratio 71.968 4 .000 
Linear-by-Linear 
Association 
62.104 1 .000 
N of Valid Cases 573   
a. 0 cells (.0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is 
18.79. 
 
Symmetric Measures 
 Value Approx. Sig. 
Nominal by Nominal Phi .346 .000 
Cramer's V .245 .000 
Contingency Coefficient .327 .000 
N of Valid Cases 573  
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Take more short-haul holidays and fewer long-haul holidays 
 
 
Chi-Square Tests 
 Value df Asymp. Sig. (2-sided) 
Pearson Chi-Square 40.241
a
 4 .000 
Likelihood Ratio 41.456 4 .000 
Linear-by-Linear 
Association 
39.351 1 .000 
N of Valid Cases 574   
a. 0 cells (.0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is 
22.39. 
 
Symmetric Measures 
 Value Approx. Sig. 
Nominal by Nominal Phi .265 .000 
Cramer's V .187 .000 
Contingency Coefficient .256 .000 
N of Valid Cases 574  
 
 
Only take holidays in the UK 
 
 
Chi-Square Tests 
 Value df Asymp. Sig. (2-sided) 
Pearson Chi-Square 192.512
a
 4 .000 
Likelihood Ratio 182.717 4 .000 
Linear-by-Linear 
Association 
161.629 1 .000 
N of Valid Cases 586   
a. 0 cells (.0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is 
12.37. 
 
Symmetric Measures 
 Value Approx. Sig. 
Nominal by Nominal Phi .573 .000 
Cramer's V .405 .000 
Contingency Coefficient .497 .000 
N of Valid Cases 586  
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Use ethical/responsible tour operators 
 
 
Chi-Square Tests 
 Value df Asymp. Sig. (2-sided) 
Pearson Chi-Square 13.357
a
 4 .010 
Likelihood Ratio 13.042 4 .011 
Linear-by-Linear 
Association 
7.230 1 .007 
N of Valid Cases 557   
a. 0 cells (.0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is 
23.53. 
 
Symmetric Measures 
 Value Approx. Sig. 
Nominal by Nominal Phi .155 .010 
Cramer's V .109 .010 
Contingency Coefficient .153 .010 
N of Valid Cases 557  
 
 
Use a carbon offsetting scheme 
 
 
Chi-Square Tests 
 Value df Asymp. Sig. (2-sided) 
Pearson Chi-Square 10.288
a
 4 .036 
Likelihood Ratio 9.608 4 .048 
Linear-by-Linear 
Association 
7.389 1 .007 
N of Valid Cases 551   
a. 0 cells (.0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is 
7.38. 
 
Symmetric Measures 
 Value Approx. Sig. 
Nominal by Nominal Phi .137 .036 
Cramer's V .097 .036 
Contingency Coefficient .135 .036 
N of Valid Cases 551  
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Actively seek accommodation providers that have a green/environmental 
policy 
 
 
Chi-Square Tests 
 Value df Asymp. Sig. (2-sided) 
Pearson Chi-Square 14.434
a
 4 .006 
Likelihood Ratio 14.489 4 .006 
Linear-by-Linear 
Association 
11.387 1 .001 
N of Valid Cases 567   
a. 0 cells (.0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is 
9.23. 
 
Symmetric Measures 
 Value Approx. Sig. 
Nominal by Nominal Phi .160 .006 
Cramer's V .113 .006 
Contingency Coefficient .158 .006 
N of Valid Cases 567  
 
 
Use public transport whilst on holiday 
 
 
Chi-Square Tests 
 Value df Asymp. Sig. (2-sided) 
Pearson Chi-Square 16.891
a
 4 .002 
Likelihood Ratio 16.690 4 .002 
Linear-by-Linear 
Association 
.549 1 .459 
N of Valid Cases 591   
a. 0 cells (.0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is 
24.77. 
 
Symmetric Measures 
 Value Approx. Sig. 
Nominal by Nominal Phi .169 .002 
Cramer's V .120 .002 
Contingency Coefficient .167 .002 
N of Valid Cases 591  
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Purchase locally produced goods whilst on holiday 
 
 
Chi-Square Tests 
 Value df Asymp. Sig. (2-sided) 
Pearson Chi-Square 8.748
a
 4 .068 
Likelihood Ratio 8.753 4 .068 
Linear-by-Linear 
Association 
.838 1 .360 
N of Valid Cases 588   
a. 0 cells (.0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is 
9.83. 
 
Symmetric Measures 
 Value Approx. Sig. 
Nominal by Nominal Phi .122 .068 
Cramer's V .086 .068 
Contingency Coefficient .121 .068 
N of Valid Cases 588  
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Appendix 7.1: Spearman’s rho test results 
 
Correlations 
 
There is 
considerable 
debate 
amongst 
scientists as to 
whether climate 
change is 
happening 
I believe that 
climate change 
is a serious 
threat to the 
future of our 
planet 
Spearman's rho There is considerable 
debate amongst scientists 
as to whether climate 
change is happening 
Correlation 
Coefficient 
1.000 -.370
**
 
Sig. (2-
tailed) 
. .000 
N 616 614 
I believe that climate change 
is a serious threat to the 
future of our planet 
Correlation 
Coefficient 
-.370
**
 1.000 
Sig. (2-
tailed) 
.000 . 
N 614 618 
**. Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed). 
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Appendix 7.2: Spearman’s rho test results 
 
Correlations 
 
I try to minimise 
my carbon 
footprint 
I am interested 
in protecting 
the 
environment 
Spearman's rho I try to minimise my carbon 
footprint 
Correlation 
Coefficient 
1.000 .414
**
 
Sig. (2-
tailed) 
. .000 
N 606 602 
I am interested in protecting 
the environment 
Correlation 
Coefficient 
.414
**
 1.000 
Sig. (2-
tailed) 
.000 . 
N 602 614 
**. Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed). 
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Appendix 7.3: Spearman’s rho test results 
 
Correlations 
 
I believe that 
my holidays 
have some 
affect on 
climate change 
Other people’s 
holidays 
contribute more 
to climate 
change than 
my own 
Spearman's rho I believe that my holidays 
have some affect on climate 
change 
Correlation 
Coefficient 
1.000 .008 
Sig. (2-
tailed) 
. .849 
N 611 608 
Other people’s holidays 
contribute more to climate 
change than my own 
Correlation 
Coefficient 
.008 1.000 
Sig. (2-
tailed) 
.849 . 
N 608 613 
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Appendix 7.4: Spearman’s rho test results 
 
Correlations 
 
I am prepared 
to make 
substantial 
changes to the 
way I take 
holidays for 
climate change 
reasons 
The Government 
should introduce 
restrictions on 
tourists visiting 
certain long-haul 
holiday 
destinations 
Spearman's rho I am prepared to make 
substantial changes to the 
way I take holidays for 
climate change reasons 
Correlation 
Coefficient 
1.000 .435
**
 
Sig. (2-
tailed) 
. .000 
N 610 608 
The Government should 
introduce restrictions on 
tourists visiting certain long-
haul holiday destinations 
Correlation 
Coefficient 
.435
**
 1.000 
Sig. (2-
tailed) 
.000 . 
N 608 614 
**. Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed). 
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Appendix 7.5: Spearman’s rho test results 
 
Correlations 
 
Any actions an 
individual tourist 
can take will be 
insignificant on a 
global problem 
like climate 
change 
By taking 
fewer flights a 
year I will 
reduce my 
impact on 
climate 
change 
Spearman's rho Any actions an individual 
tourist can take will be 
insignificant on a global 
problem like climate change 
Correlation 
Coefficient 
1.000 -.245
**
 
Sig. (2-
tailed) 
. .000 
N 610 600 
By taking fewer flights a year 
I will reduce my impact on 
climate change 
Correlation 
Coefficient 
-.245
**
 1.000 
Sig. (2-
tailed) 
.000 . 
N 600 605 
**. Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed). 
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Appendix 7.6: Spearman’s rho test results 
 
Correlations 
 
Aeroplanes will 
be invented 
whose emissions 
do not contribute 
to climate 
change 
Scientists will 
find a way to 
prevent 
climate 
change from 
happening 
Spearman's rho Aeroplanes will be invented 
whose emissions do not 
contribute to climate change 
Correlation 
Coefficient 
1.000 .295
**
 
Sig. (2-
tailed) 
. .000 
N 616 612 
Scientists will find a way to 
prevent climate change from 
happening 
Correlation 
Coefficient 
.295
**
 1.000 
Sig. (2-
tailed) 
.000 . 
N 612 613 
**. Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed). 
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Appendix 7.7: Spearman’s rho test results 
 
Correlations 
 
I automatically 
think of flying 
when planning 
the travel part 
of my holidays 
I usually 
explore 
alternatives to 
air travel when 
planning 
holidays 
Spearman's rho I automatically think of flying 
when planning the travel 
part of my holidays 
Correlation 
Coefficient 
1.000 -.545
**
 
Sig. (2-
tailed) 
. .000 
N 612 605 
I usually explore alternatives 
to air travel when planning 
holidays 
Correlation 
Coefficient 
-.545
**
 1.000 
Sig. (2-
tailed) 
.000 . 
N 605 612 
**. Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed). 
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Appendix 7.8: Spearman’s rho test results 
 
Correlations 
 
Holidays are 
special and 
different to my 
normal everyday 
life so I don’t 
need to worry 
about their 
impacts on 
climate change 
If I try to reduce 
my carbon 
footprint in my 
home life then 
the impacts my 
holidays have 
on climate 
change don’t 
matter so much  
Spearman's rho Holidays are special and 
different to my normal 
everyday life so I don’t need 
to worry about their impacts 
on climate change 
Correlation 
Coefficient 
1.000 .282
**
 
Sig. (2-
tailed) 
. .000 
N 612 607 
If I try to reduce my carbon 
footprint in my home life 
then the impacts my 
holidays have on climate 
change don’t matter so 
much  
Correlation 
Coefficient 
.282
**
 1.000 
Sig. (2-
tailed) 
.000 . 
N 607 609 
**. Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed). 
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Appendix 7.9: Spearman’s rho test results 
 
Correlations 
 
The 
Government 
is not doing 
enough to 
tackle climate 
change 
MPs cannot expect 
the general public 
to take climate 
change seriously 
when they own 
second homes, 
drive big cars and 
take lots of flights 
Spearman's rho The Government is not 
doing enough to tackle 
climate change 
Correlation 
Coefficient 
1.000 .202
**
 
Sig. (2-
tailed) 
. .000 
N 616 615 
MPs cannot expect the 
general public to take 
climate change seriously 
when they own second 
homes, drive big cars and 
take lots of flights 
Correlation 
Coefficient 
.202
**
 1.000 
Sig. (2-
tailed) 
.000 . 
N 615 616 
**. Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed). 
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Appendix 7.10: Spearman’s rho test results 
 
Correlations 
 
Businesses in 
the tourism 
industry should 
do more to 
tackle climate 
change 
Airlines rather 
than passengers 
should be 
responsible for 
paying 
environmental 
taxes 
Spearman's rho Businesses in the tourism 
industry should do more to 
tackle climate change 
Correlation 
Coefficient 
1.000 .231
**
 
Sig. (2-
tailed) 
. .000 
N 615 614 
Airlines rather than 
passengers should be 
responsible for paying 
environmental taxes 
Correlation 
Coefficient 
.231
**
 1.000 
Sig. (2-
tailed) 
.000 . 
N 614 616 
**. Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed). 
 
357 
 
Appendix 7.11: Spearman’s rho test results 
 
Correlations 
 
If a few people 
begin to 
change their 
holiday 
behaviour 
others will 
follow 
Even if people 
living in the UK 
change their 
holiday 
behaviour, 
people in other 
countries will not 
change theirs 
Spearman's rho If a few people begin to 
change their holiday 
behaviour others will follow 
Correlation 
Coefficient 
1.000 -.187
**
 
Sig. (2-
tailed) 
. .000 
N 612 610 
Even if people living in the 
UK change their holiday 
behaviour, people in other 
countries will not change 
theirs 
Correlation 
Coefficient 
-.187
**
 1.000 
Sig. (2-
tailed) 
.000 . 
N 610 617 
**. Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed). 
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Appendix 7.12: Spearman’s rho test results 
 
Correlations 
 
Going on 
overseas 
holidays is a 
normal thing 
to do 
I like talking to my 
friends and family 
about the places I 
have visited on 
overseas holidays 
Spearman's rho Going on overseas holidays 
is a normal thing to do 
Correlation 
Coefficient 
1.000 .312
**
 
Sig. (2-
tailed) 
. .000 
N 612 609 
I like talking to my friends 
and family about the places I 
have visited on overseas 
holidays 
Correlation 
Coefficient 
.312
**
 1.000 
Sig. (2-
tailed) 
.000 . 
N 609 612 
**. Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed). 
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Appendix 7.13: Dendogram 
 
360 
 
Appendix 7.14: Cluster means for four cluster solution 
 
Cluster means: Internal factors 
 
* Results in percentage % 
 
 
 
 C
lu
s
te
r 
1
 
M
e
a
n
 
C
lu
s
te
r 
2
 
M
e
a
n
 
C
lu
s
te
r 
3
 
M
e
a
n
 
C
lu
s
te
r 
4
 
M
e
a
n
 
M
e
a
n
 
Lack of knowledge/ uncertainty/ scepticism 
of climate change 
     
There is considerable debate amongst 
scientists as to whether climate change is 
happening 
2.17 2.44 2.64 1.65 2.30 
I believe that climate change is a serious 
threat to the future of our planet 
2.65 2.13 1.50 3.62 2.39 
Lack of environmental values and attitudes      
I try to minimise my carbon footprint 2.78 2.67 2.18 3.74 2.78 
I am interested in protecting the environment 2.04 1.93 1.49 2.45 1.97 
Denial of personal responsibility/ blaming 
others 
     
I believe that my holidays have some affect on 
climate change 
2.72 2.32 2.01 3.65 2.57 
Other people’s holidays contribute more to 
climate change than my own 
3.04 3.28 2.32 3.75 3.13 
Reluctance to change lifestyles/ freedom of 
choice 
     
I am prepared to make substantial changes to 
the way I take holidays for climate change 
reasons 
3.27 3.23 2.24 4.19 3.23 
The Government should introduce restrictions 
on tourists visiting certain long-haul holiday 
destinations 
3.74 3.96 2.90 4.43 3.80 
Self-efficacy/ locus of control (fatalism/ 
powerlessness) 
     
Any actions an individual tourist can take will 
be insignificant on a global problem like 
climate change 
2.70 2.86 3.10 1.91 2.70 
By taking fewer flights a year I will reduce my 
impact on climate change 
2.62 2.35 1.73 3.53 2.52 
Reliance on technology to solve problem      
Aeroplanes will be invented whose emissions 
do not contribute to climate change 
2.75 2.78 2.99 2.52 2.76 
Scientists will find a way to prevent climate 
change from happening 
3.29 3.22 3.47 3.01 3.24 
Habits and past behaviour      
I automatically think of flying when planning 
the travel part of my holidays 
3.46 2.03 3.63 1.83 2.60 
I usually explore alternatives to air travel when 
planning holidays 
2.81 3.67 2.04 3.88 3.24 
Protecting the environment in other ways      
Holidays are special and different to my 
normal everyday life so I don’t need to worry 
about their impacts on climate change 
3.27 3.18 4.01 2.34 3.20 
If I try to reduce my carbon footprint in my 
home life then the impacts my holidays have 
on climate change don’t matter so much  
3.06 2.97 3.51 3.22 3.11 
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Cluster means: External factors 
 
* Results in percentage % 
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Lack of political action      
The Government is not doing enough to tackle 
climate change 
2.74 2.48 1.63 3.53 2.56 
MPs cannot expect the general public to take 
climate change seriously when they own 
second homes, drive big cars and take lots of 
flights 
2.11 1.66 1.54 1.94 1.78 
Lack of action by business and industry      
Businesses in the tourism industry should do 
more to tackle climate change 
2.51 2.33 1.67 3.56 2.44 
Airlines rather than passengers should be 
responsible for paying environmental taxes 
2.60 2.38 2.26 2.66 2.43 
Social dilemmas/ free-rider problem      
If a few people begin to change their holiday 
behaviour others will follow 
3.19 2.99 2.42 3.88 3.08 
Even if people living in the UK change their 
holiday behaviour, people in other countries 
will not change theirs 
2.39 2.28 2.42 1.94 2.27 
Social norms and expectation to consume      
Going on overseas holidays is a normal thing 
to do 
2.82 2.12 2.85 1.70 2.35 
I like talking to my friends and family about the 
places I have visited on overseas holidays 
2.62 1.98 2.28 1.90 2.20 
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Cluster means: Instrumental and Contextual/Situational factors 
 
* Results in percentage % 
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Instrumental factors (time, cost 
convenience etc.) 
(Systems of Provision from social Practices 
Model) 
 
     
Flying is the fastest way to travel to overseas 
holiday destinations 
1.95 1.37 1.71 1.30 1.58 
Flying is the cheapest way to travel to 
overseas holiday destinations 
2.91 2.15 3.03 2.17 2.48 
Flying is more convenient than travelling by 
train or coach to overseas holiday destinations 
2.52 1.57 2.58 1.56 1.97 
Travelling by train or coach to overseas 
holiday destinations takes too much time 
2.62 1.72 2.64 1.78 2.10 
I would take the train to holiday destinations in 
Europe if the ticket prices and travel time were 
the same as flying 
2.14 2.21 1.55 2.57 2.14 
 
Contextual / Situational factors 
(Systems of Provision from Social Practices 
Model) 
 
     
For most overseas holiday destinations, flying 
is the only realistic travel option 
2.41 1.60 2.18 1.58 1.89 
Alternatives to flying are not offered by travel 
agents and tour operators 
2.78 2.36 2.35 2.64 2.53 
When planning holidays, the carbon footprint 
of different holidays is not made clear to 
tourists 
2.16 1.85 1.67 2.34 1.99 
It is easy to find out which hotels attempt to 
minimise their environmental impacts 
3.55 3.61 3.54 3.52 3.56 
Companies operating in the tourism industry 
want tourists to change the way they take 
holidays in order to reduce the impacts on 
climate change 
3.60 3.66 3.45 3.60 3.59 
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Appendix 7.15: Cluster means for five cluster solution 
 
Cluster means: Internal factors 
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Lack of knowledge/ uncertainty/ scepticism of 
climate change 
      
There is considerable debate amongst scientists as to 
whether climate change is happening 
2.17 2.42 2.48 2.64 1.65 2.30 
I believe that climate change is a serious threat to the 
future of our planet 
2.65 2.29 1.88 1.50 3.62 2.39 
Lack of environmental values and attitudes       
I try to minimise my carbon footprint 2.78 2.74 2.55 2.18 3.74 2.78 
I am interested in protecting the environment 2.04 2.02 1.78 1.49 2.45 1.97 
Denial of personal responsibility/ blaming others       
I believe that my holidays have some affect on climate 
change 
2.72 2.45 2.10 2.01 3.65 2.57 
Other people’s holidays contribute more to climate 
change than my own 
3.04 3.08 3.60 2.32 3.75 3.13 
Reluctance to change lifestyles/ freedom of choice       
I am prepared to make substantial changes to the way I 
take holidays for climate change reasons 
3.27 3.48 2.81 2.24 4.19 3.23 
The Government should introduce restrictions on 
tourists visiting certain long-haul holiday destinations 
3.74 4.06 3.79 2.90 4.43 3.80 
Self-efficacy/ locus of control (fatalism/ 
powerlessness) 
      
Any actions an individual tourist can take will be 
insignificant on a global problem like climate change 
2.70 2.49 3.47 3.10 1.91 2.70 
By taking fewer flights a year I will reduce my impact on 
climate change 
2.62 2.47 2.15 1.73 3.53 2.52 
Reliance on technology to solve problem       
Aeroplanes will be invented whose emissions do not 
contribute to climate change 
2.75 2.67 2.97 2.99 2.52 2.76 
Scientists will find a way to prevent climate change 
from happening 
3.29 3.09 3.42 3.47 3.01 3.24 
Habits and past behaviour       
I automatically think of flying when planning the travel 
part of my holidays 
3.46 1.95 2.16 3.63 1.83 2.60 
I usually explore alternatives to air travel when planning 
holidays 
2.81 3.63 3.74 2.04 3.88 3.24 
Protecting the environment in other ways       
Holidays are special and different to my normal 
everyday life so I don’t need to worry about their 
impacts on climate change 
3.27 2.91 3.62 4.01 2.34 3.20 
If I try to reduce my carbon footprint in my home life 
then the impacts my holidays have on climate change 
don’t matter so much  
3.06 2.70 3.42 3.51 3.22 3.11 
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Cluster means: External factors 
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Lack of political action       
The Government is not doing enough to tackle climate 
change 
2.74 2.54 2.37 1.63 3.53 2.56 
MPs cannot expect the general public to take climate 
change seriously when they own second homes, drive 
big cars and take lots of flights 
2.11 1.61 1.72 1.54 1.94 1.78 
Lack of action by business and industry       
Businesses in the tourism industry should do more to 
tackle climate change 
2.51 2.43 2.16 1.67 3.56 2.44 
Airlines rather than passengers should be responsible 
for paying environmental taxes 
2.60 2.33 2.46 2.26 2.66 2.43 
Social dilemmas/ free-rider problem       
If a few people begin to change their holiday behaviour 
others will follow 
3.19 3.25 2.55 2.42 3.88 3.08 
Even if people living in the UK change their holiday 
behaviour, people in other countries will not change 
theirs 
2.39 2.04 2.67 2.42 1.94 2.27 
Social norms and expectation to consume       
Going on overseas holidays is a normal thing to do 2.82 2.01 2.31 2.85 1.70 2.35 
I like talking to my friends and family about the places I 
have visited on overseas holidays 
2.62 1.94 2.05 2.28 1.90 2.20 
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Cluster means: Instrumental and Contextual/Situational factors 
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Instrumental factors (time, cost convenience etc.) 
(Systems of Provision from social Practices Model) 
 
      
Flying is the fastest way to travel to overseas holiday 
destinations 
1.95 1.25 1.57 1.71 1.30 1.58 
Flying is the cheapest way to travel to overseas holiday 
destinations 
2.91 1.87 2.61 3.03 2.17 2.48 
Flying is more convenient than travelling by train or 
coach to overseas holiday destinations 
2.52 1.42 1.81 2.58 1.56 1.97 
Travelling by train or coach to overseas holiday 
destinations takes too much time 
2.62 1.50 2.07 2.64 1.78 2.10 
I would take the train to holiday destinations in Europe 
if the ticket prices and travel time were the same as 
flying 
2.14 2.19 2.24 1.55 2.57 2.14 
 
Contextual / Situational factors 
(Systems of Provision from Social Practices Model) 
 
      
For most overseas holiday destinations, flying is the 
only realistic travel option 
2.41 1.42 1.91 2.18 1.58 1.89 
Alternatives to flying are not offered by travel agents 
and tour operators 
2.78 2.32 2.42 2.35 2.64 2.53 
When planning holidays, the carbon footprint of 
different holidays is not made clear to tourists 
2.16 1.89 1.79 1.67 2.34 1.99 
It is easy to find out which hotels attempt to minimise 
their environmental impacts 
3.55 3.65 3.55 3.54 3.52 3.56 
Companies operating in the tourism industry want 
tourists to change the way they take holidays in order 
to reduce the impacts on climate change 
3.60 3.61 3.72 3.45 3.60 3.59 
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Appendix 7.16: Opinions on the size of contribution by cluster 
 
 
Views on the size of the contribution of various factors to climate change 
(All respondents) 
 
 
* Results in percentage % 
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Flying/air travel 599 33.4 32.7 19.5 8.3 3.2 2.8 2.11 
Food imported to the UK from 
overseas countries 
602 17.1 36.0 25.9 10.3 4.2 6.5 2.45 
Driving a car 597 15.2 36.2 30.8 11.4 3.9 2.5 2.48 
Packaging on products  599 13.7 28.7 29.5 14.9 8.0 5.2 2.72 
Going on holidays overseas 600 11.2 27.7 34.5 15.7 6.8 4.2 2.74 
Heating homes 604 8.1 28.8 35.6 16.9 7.3 3.3 2.85 
Use of electrical products in home 602 5.0 17.3 34.4 27.7 12.0 3.7 3.24 
Using public transport 599 3.7 15.4 36.1 30.4 10.9 3.7 3.29 
Using aerosol cans 590 5.9 16.4 27.3 25.3 17.5 7.6 3.36 
 
 
 
 
Views on the size of the contribution of various factors to climate change 
(Cluster 1 respondents) 
 
 
* Results in percentage % 
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Flying/air travel 140 21.4 45.0 22.1 5.7 1.4 4.3 2.17 
Food imported to the UK from 
overseas countries 
140 13.6 34.3 28.6 10.0 4.3 9.3 2.53 
Driving a car 138 7.2 34.8 39.9 13.8 0.7 3.6 2.65 
Packaging on products  138 7.2 29.7 34.8 14.5 8.7 5.1 2.87 
Going on holidays overseas 139 4.3 29.5 37.4 18.0 5.8 5.0 2.91 
Heating homes 138 5.1 26.1 36.2 24.6 2.9 5.1 2.94 
Use of electrical products in home 138 3.6 10.9 36.2 35.5 10.1 3.6 3.39 
Using public transport 138 2.2 13.8 32.6 36.2 9.4 5.8 3.39 
Using aerosol cans 137 7.3 20.4 23.4 25.5 13.1 10.2 3.19 
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Views on the size of the contribution of various factors to climate change 
(Cluster 2 respondents) 
 
 
* Results in percentage % 
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Flying/air travel 160 29.4 33.8 26.9 6.3 0.6 3.1 2.12 
Food imported to the UK from 
overseas countries 
159 15.1 35.8 31.4 10.7 1.3 5.7 2.44 
Driving a car 158 19.6 34.8 31.0 10.1 1.3 3.2 2.37 
Packaging on products  160 17.5 26.9 30.6 16.9 3.8 4.4 2.61 
Going on holidays overseas 159 10.7 25.2 44.0 13.8 1.3 5.0 2.68 
Heating homes 160 5.6 31.3 44.4 10.6 5.0 3.1 2.77 
Use of electrical products in home 159 5.0 18.2 40.9 22.6 8.8 4.4 3.13 
Using public transport 158 4.4 15.8 39.2 27.8 8.9 3.8 3.22 
Using aerosol cans 158 3.8 12.0 29.1 25.3 21.5 8.2 3.53 
 
 
 
 
Views on the size of the contribution of various factors to climate change 
(Cluster 3 respondents) 
 
 
* Results in percentage % 
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Flying/air travel 94 51.1 36.2 8.5 4.3 0 0 1.66 
Food imported to the UK from 
overseas countries 
95 21.1 44.2 21.1 10.5 1.1 2.1 2.25 
Driving a car 94 20.2 44.7 31.9 2.1 0 1.1 2.16 
Packaging on products  95 16.8 34.7 30.5 9.5 4.2 4.2 2.47 
Going on holidays overseas 93 18.3 39.8 29.0 6.5 4.3 2.2 2.37 
Heating homes 94 10.6 27.7 40.4 20.2 0 1.1 2.71 
Use of electrical products in home 95 5.3 25.3 35.8 27.4 5.3 1.1 3.02 
Using public transport 94 6.4 22.3 36.2 31.9 3.2 0 3.03 
Using aerosol cans 92 12.0 16.3 43.5 16.3 9.8 2.2 2.96 
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Views on the size of the contribution of various factors to climate change 
(Cluster 4 respondents) 
 
 
* Results in percentage % 
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Flying/air travel 76 59.2 28.9 5.3 6.6 0 0 1.59 
Food imported to the UK from 
overseas countries 
78 30.8 42.3 15.4 6.4 1.3 3.8 2.01 
Driving a car 78 25.6 50.0 19.2 3.8 1.3 0 2.05 
Packaging on products  76 19.7 30.3 26.3 15.8 3.9 3.9 2.52 
Going on holidays overseas 78 16.7 35.9 34.6 11.5 1.3 0 2.45 
Heating homes 77 20.8 39.0 27.3 5.2 6.5 1.3 2.37 
Use of electrical products in home 77 9.1 23.4 41.6 19.5 6.5 0 2.91 
Using public transport 78 1.3 17.9 43.6 24.4 10.3 2.6 3.25 
Using aerosol cans 72 2.8 20.8 31.9 30.6 11.1 2.8 3.27 
 
 
 
 
Views on the size of the contribution of various factors to climate change 
(Cluster 5 respondents) 
 
 
* Results in percentage % 
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Flying/air travel 72 5.6 18.1 30.6 25.0 15.3 5.6 3.28 
Food imported to the UK from 
overseas countries 
71 7.0 25.4 25.4 15.5 16.9 9.9 3.11 
Driving a car 73 2.7 15.1 27.4 31.5 20.5 2.7 3.54 
Packaging on products  70 7.1 18.6 17.1 17.1 28.6 11.4 3.47 
Going on holidays overseas 73 1.4 9.6 21.9 31.5 28.8 6.8 3.82 
Heating homes 74 4.1 12.2 24.3 28.4 25.7 5.4 3.63 
Use of electrical products in home 74 0 8.1 10.8 40.5 33.8 6.8 4.07 
Using public transport 73 2.7 6.8 24.7 32.9 27.4 5.5 3.80 
Using aerosol cans 73 1.4 13.7 8.2 31.5 32.9 12.3 3.92 
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Views on the size of the contribution of various holiday related factors to 
climate change (All respondents) 
 
 
* Results in percentage % 
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Air travel/flying to the destination 603 31.5 34.3 19.4 8.0 3.8 3.0 2.15 
Air conditioning used in tourist 
accommodation 
603 8.0 31.3 32.0 17.7 5.1 5.8 2.78 
Car driving to the destination 602 5.3 31.4 38.5 16.8 5.1 2.8 2.81 
Coach travel to the destination 593 3.2 19.9 38.6 23.9 9.9 4.4 3.18 
Water used in tourist 
accommodation 
602 4.7 16.6 30.7 29.6 12.3 6.1 3.28 
Heating used in tourist 
accommodation 
598 4.0 15.1 32.1 27.9 14.5 6.4 3.34 
Train travel to the destination 595 1.5 15.5 38.5 29.6 10.9 4.0 3.35 
Ferry travel to the destination 597 2.0 12.4 35.3 31.0 13.6 5.7 3.45 
Eating at restaurants 596 2.0 7.2 30.7 38.1 15.4 6.5 3.61 
 
 
 
 
Views on the size of the contribution of various holiday related factors to 
climate change (Cluster 1 respondents) 
 
 
* Results in percentage % 
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Air travel/flying to the destination 139 20.9 43.9 21.6 7.9 2.2 3.6 2.24 
Air conditioning used in tourist 
accommodation 
139 5.8 28.1 37.4 17.3 5.0 6.5 2.87 
Car driving to the destination 139 2.2 25.9 43.2 21.6 3.6 3.6 2.99 
Coach travel to the destination 138 1.4 15.2 37.7 30.4 11.6 3.6 3.37 
Water used in tourist 
accommodation 
140 0.7 13.6 35.7 31.4 11.4 7.1 3.42 
Heating used in tourist 
accommodation 
139 1.4 15.8 31.7 29.5 13.7 7.9 3.41 
Train travel to the destination 140 0 13.6 35.7 38.6 8.6 3.6 3.44 
Ferry travel to the destination 139 0 9.4 32.4 41.7 12.2 4.3 3.59 
Eating at restaurants 138 1.4 5.1 27.5 42.8 15.2 8.0 3.71 
 
 
370 
 
Views on the size of the contribution of various holiday related factors to 
climate change (Cluster 2 respondents) 
 
 
* Results in percentage % 
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Air travel/flying to the destination 159 25.2 37.7 25.2 7.5 0 4.4 2.16 
Air conditioning used in tourist 
accommodation 
160 8.1 28.8 33.8 21.3 1.3 6.9 2.77 
Car driving to the destination 160 6.3 33.8 38.8 13.1 3.1 5.0 2.72 
Coach travel to the destination 159 3.8 22.6 42.8 18.2 7.5 5.0 3.03 
Water used in tourist 
accommodation 
159 3.8 16.4 34.0 31.4 8.8 5.7 3.27 
Heating used in tourist 
accommodation 
160 3.8 13.8 31.9 28.8 16.3 5.6 3.42 
Train travel to the destination 157 2.5 15.3 41.4 29.3 5.7 5.7 3.22 
Ferry travel to the destination 160 1.9 16.9 38.8 25.6 8.8 8.1 3.24 
Eating at restaurants 159 1.3 6.9 32.7 40.9 11.9 6.3 3.59 
 
 
 
 
Views on the size of the contribution of various holiday related factors to 
climate change (Cluster 3 respondents) 
 
 
* Results in percentage % 
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Air travel/flying to the destination 94 47.9 34.0 13.8 3.2 0 1.1 1.72 
Air conditioning used in tourist 
accommodation 
93 9.7 41.9 33.3 12.9 0 2.2 2.51 
Car driving to the destination 94 7.4 41.5 37.2 12.8 0 1.1 2.56 
Coach travel to the destination 93 3.2 30.1 43.0 17.2 4.3 2.2 2.89 
Water used in tourist 
accommodation 
94 6.4 19.1 37.2 29.8 5.3 2.1 3.09 
Heating used in tourist 
accommodation 
92 4.3 16.3 41.3 28.3 6.5 3.3 3.17 
Train travel to the destination 93 2.2 19.4 46.2 22.6 8.6 1.1 3.16 
Ferry travel to the destination 92 3.3 15.2 40.2 27.2 10.9 3.3 3.28 
Eating at restaurants 94 3.2 7.4 42.6 37.2 7.4 2.1 3.39 
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Views on the size of the contribution of various holiday related factors to 
climate change (Cluster 4 respondents) 
 
 
* Results in percentage % 
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Air travel/flying to the destination 78 56.4 32.1 7.7 2.6 1.3 0 1.60 
Air conditioning used in tourist 
accommodation 
78 16.7 41.0 28.2 7.7 3.8 2.6 2.39 
Car driving to the destination 78 10.3 41.0 42.3 5.1 1.3 0 2.46 
Coach travel to the destination 76 3.9 26.3 43.4 21.1 3.9 1.3 2.95 
Water used in tourist 
accommodation 
78 10.3 29.5 32.1 12.8 11.5 3.8 2.85 
Heating used in tourist 
accommodation 
77 7.8 20.8 41.6 16.9 10.4 2.6 3.01 
Train travel to the destination 77 2.6 18.2 46.8 23.4 7.8 1.3 3.16 
Ferry travel to the destination 77 2.6 16.9 48.1 24.7 6.5 1.3 3.16 
Eating at restaurants 77 1.3 14.3 36.4 32.5 7.8 7.8 3.34 
 
 
 
 
Views on the size of the contribution of various holiday related factors to 
climate change (Cluster 5 respondents) 
 
 
* Results in percentage % 
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Air travel/flying to the destination 72 4.2 20.8 26.4 23.6 20.8 4.2 3.38 
Air conditioning used in tourist 
accommodation 
73 0 17.8 24.7 31.5 19.2 6.8 3.56 
Car driving to the destination 72 1.4 8.3 26.4 40.3 20.8 2.8 3.73 
Coach travel to the destination 71 1.4 2.8 18.3 43.7 28.2 5.6 4.00 
Water used in tourist 
accommodation 
73 0 5.5 13.7 41.1 30.1 9.6 4.06 
Heating used in tourist 
accommodation 
72 1.4 5.6 12.5 37.5 31.9 11.1 4.05 
Train travel to the destination 72 0 2.8 16.7 36.1 37.5 6.9 4.16 
Ferry travel to the destination 73 1.4 1.4 13.7 39.7 35.6 8.2 4.16 
Eating at restaurants 72 0 2.8 5.6 38.9 45.8 6.9 4.37 
 
 
